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HE object of the allowing henes,. as 
alſo of a harmony of the Evangeliſts, 
which 1 am preparing to lay before the public, 


is to ſhew that Jeſus was not the Meſſiah or 
Chriſt ; and that thoſe writings which go un- 


der the appellation of the New Teſtament are 
ſpurious or adulterated: and have no pre- 
tenſions whatever o be entitled the Werd of 
God + and that Chriſtianity | in every form, as 
being founded upon theſe writings, is a ſophiſ- 
tication of the religion taught by Jeſus and 
his meſſengers. This is my object: and I 
truſt at the concluſion it will clearly appear from 
the only evidence which in ſuch extraordi- 
5 nary caſes ſhould be admitted, that both Moſes 
and Jeſus were perſons extraordinarily commiſ- 
ſioned by the Deity to detlare his will, the 


firſt to the Hebrews, and the eter by his 
_ apoſtles to the Gentiles. 


13 


(4 ] 
In taking up my pen againſt the very learn- 
ed and ingenious Gentlemen mentioned in my 


title page, I am neither influenced by vanity 
nor ambition : being thoroughly conſcious of 
the weakneſs of my natural abilities : and as 
to acquired knowledge I cannot boaſt of more 
than what uſually falls to the lot of the liber- 
ally educated: fo that if, in the following diſ- 
cuſſion, I ſhould appear to have any advantage 
over each, or any, of them, the reader is ſolely 
to impute it to my having hit upon the True 
Theory, and not to ſuperior ſagacity. I do not 
intend by ſaying this, that I made the diſco- 
very by chance; the fact is far otherwiſe. 


When ic is conſidered, that the Gentlemen 


whom 1 propoſe animadverting upon, are 
highly celebrated for their abilities, both na- 


tural and acquired; and that each of them, 
in their very different lines, is held by his ad- 
mirers to equal any of his predeceſſors, who 
entertained the ſame. opinions, it muſt be 
deemed, ſhould ! ſucceed” 1n wy attempt, a 
forcible argument againſt the ſoundneſs of 
their theories, and of an approximation, at 
leaſt, of mine towards the truth, 


1 3 1 


1 will not detain the reader longer with 
what may be deemed irrelevant matter; but, 
ſhould he happen to be unconverſant in ſtudies 
of this nature, it will be incumbent upon him 
at times to recollect what immediately. follows. 
The ancient heathen philoſophers held that 
man was compoſed of three principles: body— 
an animating or living principle, called by the 
Greeks Phebe, by the Latins Anima, which 
made the body a living body and of an intel- 
zent principle, called by the Greeks Nous, and 
by the Latins Auimus, and Mens. | 

Of the Gnoftics—that ſome held that "A | 


was a mere man like, or begotten as, other 


men, under the guidance of a ſuperior intelli- 

gent being, which they called the Chrift,— 
10 Some, that Jeſus Was a Phantom, having no 

real, body but the ſemblance of one; and of 


courſe that Jeſus Chriſt reſembled the vul- 


gar idea of ghoſt and goblins, Some * 5 that 
his body was real, but made by tbe Chrift in 
the ſuperior regions. for 8 habitation before 
he deſcended in full manhood upon earth. 5 
The Catholics held, that Jeſus Chriſt was the 
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reſult of body miraculouſly begotten, though | 


derived from Mary the Anima and the rd 
or God-Word: affirming as they Rill do, that 
the Word, was, is, and always will be, God 
 Self-independent—Self-exiftent—and Self Jubf; ent. 


Until the middle of the 4th century it had 


not been determined by the catholics that the 
nous Compoſed a part of Jeſus Chriſt,the C hurch 
wiſely avoiding to commit itſelf by determin- 
ing at any time, at leaſt for 700 years, an iota 
beyond what was neceſſary at the moment; and 

when the moderns make mention of the varia- 


tion of the Catholic Church, ref] petting its dog- 
mas, they only exhibit a clear proof of their 
not underſtanding what the fathers have writ- 


ten; for that the Church never contradicted 


itſelf during that ſpace of time, vill be clearly | 
evident from the fecond part of this work. 


Beſides, can it reaſonably be ſuppoſed, that . 

ſect which changed it's opinions every day, or 

almoſt at every general council, according to 
the moderns, ſhould acquire the maſtery over 
all other ſets, The notion is abſurd. 


I will now lay before the reader what firikes 


me to ard with the Sommonſenſe of man- 
8 kind 


65.1 
Kind with regard to the evidence neceſſary to 


eſtabliſh the certainty of Jpecial e tions of 
the Deity. 


Firſt, 1 apprehend, that if the Deity has at 
any time more than ordinarily interfered in the 


1 concerns of man, that at the time there muſt | 
Fi have appeared proofs of it of uch a nature, as 
©. preclude every doubt of the reality. For 


the Deity to miraculouſly [out of the ordinary 
courſe of nature] interfere in human concerns, 
and with the view that mankind ſhould be ful- 
ly apprized of ſuch ſpecial interference, and 
yet that mankind ſhould be inſenſible of it, 
would argue, that the Deity ſpecially energized 
bimſelf, when he foreknew, that it would act 
be attended with the deſigned effect: which co 
affirm i is abſurd, if not impious. 


2dly, 1 apprehend, that if the Deity has 


ever interpoſed, &c. that the proofs of ſuch in- , 


terpoſition, if intended to regulate the moral 

| conduct of future generations, mult be of ſuch 
4 nature as to command the aſſent of every 
reaſonable perſon when fairly laid before him. 

5 Human teſtimony, however, I hold to be utterly 
jaadequate i in this piper, as at the moſt it can 


be LD | only 


* = 
14 
2 
v8 
8 
AF 
3 


1 8 1 
— e 


. ů — 


. ty acgnge bo e 23 — — * A”, N 
N 2 1 1 7 h „ 1 1 * 
LATE Ma C 


pans 


* * 
C FA SY 2 1 . * - = wil : 
rr eee ** 
* . 


EPF 3 6 e 


2 
n 


[£3 4 


only command our aſſent with regard to ordi- 

nary events. No one doubts that Veſpaſian 

Was at Alexandria : but no one believes that 
he performed a miracle there; though both 


are recorded by the moſt n of the 


ancient hiſtorians * 


3dly, That if "RR Deity. has revealed. his 


Will to mankind by Moſes, and Jeſus, for the 


regulation of our moral conduct, the code muſt 


be apportioned to the faculties, and nature, of 

man: that is, it muſt not exceed the ordinary 
capacity of man to attain to a perfect know- 
ledge of it; and this without at all affecting 
the ordinary purſuits of life. Our attention to 


theſe is ſo univerſal, and ſo attractive, that it 


may be well deemed a natural inſtinct; and 


therefore impoſſible to be facrificed, except | 
by a few individuals, to future proſpects, how- 
ever alluring If the code exceeds this mea- 


: fore, it will be either in general neglected, = 
which would argue that the Deity idly exerted 
= bimſelf for man, when he mult have foreknown 


that man, in general, would give himſelf but 
little trouble about his ordinances: or other- _ 
wile, there muſt be an order of prieſts eſtabliſh- 


Tacitus. 


ed 
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ed for teaching, expounding, 8&c. his bath 
code. But this would be, as all hiſtory ſhews, 
the ſacrificing the majority to the ſelfiſhneſs of 


Aa few; and the receiving our religion. from 


man, though God had energized himſelf to give 
us a pure religion, and has even proſcribed by 
Moſes, and Jeſus, our receiving, one from man. 
To ſay that ſuch prieſts would never act con- 
trary to their truſt is idle, even though hiltory 
did not inform us of its fallacy : for the great 
end of a REveALED religion is the ever PRE- 
SENT conviction of its having been divinely re- 
vealed: now, when man receives his religion 
from prieſts, no matter whether pure or other- 
wiſe, this conviction will gradually diminiſh, 
and at laſt ceaſe to be ever Preſent, and of courſe 
to be the influencing motive of his moral 
| conduct. 

Perhaps it will be objected, chat if this a argu- 
ment be admitted in its full exent, that than 
nineteen parts in twenty of the bible are uſe- 
leſs : to which I ſay, that not nineteen parts in 
twenty are uſeleſs, but ninety-nine parts in 
a hundred are ſo: and that the whole of re- 
' vealed religion, inaſmuch as it regards the Gen- 
tiles, conſiſts in obſerving the ten command 
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tem, founded upon revelation, which cannot 
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ments, or the Moral Law, as delivered by Moſes. 


Nor do I find that there was more required by the 


Deity from the Jews: for tho' the ceremonial lac 


was obligatory upon them, yet wh en once they ö 
were taught it, being in conſtant practice, there 
was no danger that they would forget it : nor 
could the practice, no more than the ceremo- 
nies of other nations, be deemed burthenſome. 

| Notwithſtanding, however, this brevity of the 


Moſaic law, we find that the Jews were com- 
manded to devote the ſeventh part of their time 


for inculcating it in their families, with the 
proofs of its having been a divine communi» 


cation, Now, if the ſhort code of Moſes re- 


quired a ſeventh part of the time of the Jews, 


would fain know how much time would be 
neceſſary for attaining a perfect knowledge of 


the Old and New Teſtaments. To argue from 


analogy, which in the preſent inſtance cannot 
be queſtioned as conclulive, it would, at leaſt, | 


require the ordinary compals of human life. 


I apprehend, 4thly, That any religious ſyſ- 


be proved to have exiſted immediately after 
the revelation is known to have been given, 
muſt be falſe and erroneous: for otherwiſe | it 
e woul 4 


a1 
would be tantamount to affirming, that though, 
a revelation of the will of God had been given, 


yet that the ſyſtem, which firſt ſprung up in 


: conſequence of it, was falſe and erroneous ; that 
is, that God revealed his will, when he muſt. 
have forernown, that his energizing himſelf 
would be attended with an oppoſite effect to 


that which he had intended; and which n 
would not admit of any future remedy. For 


to ſay, that his | intention might be afterwards Z 
| diſcovered by human ingenuity, would be de- 
priving religion of its only ſolid ſopport — fe- 
velation. 
Now I affirm that, from the teſtimony of 
the Catholics themſelves, the Ebionites, or a 
fect which profeſſed the ſame opinions, (for f 
perhaps the individuals of it acquired not the 
appellation of Ebionite for two centuries af- 
ter Jeſus) exiſted in the apoſtolic age, which 
is more than the Catholics affirm of tbem/elves, 
and conſequently y immediately after the firſt preach- 
ing of the apoſtles among the Gentiles —2dly, 
I affirm, that the Ebionites only acknowledged 
as Scripture, for the regulation of their con- 
duct, the Moral Law of Moſes ; not that they 
entirely rejected the Pentateuch, but they only 
5 . received 
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received it as they did other hiſtories, that is, as 
containing ruibs and falſeboods, and of courſe 


by no means as the Won p or GO. As to the 
ſixteen books of the prophecies, and the other 


| books of the Old Teſtament, they utterly reject- 
ed them : the hiſtories of Sampſon, Elijah, & c. 
being ſubjects of mirth to them. They, be- 
ſides, rejected all the books of the New Teſta- 
ment, firmly maintaining, that the promiſed 
Meſſiah had not yet appeared. The following 
ſheets, including the 2d Part, preparing for the | 


preſs, will afford ample teſtimony to che truth 
of theſe aſſertions. 


Thoſe perfons, who are converſant with Dr. 
Prieſtley” s writings, muſt know that the great 
object of his ſpeculations is to ſhew, that the 
Ebionites, or a ſect which held the ſame tenets, 


were the antient, true, and genuine diſci ples of 
- Jeſus; whoever has been convinced by his 
writings of this ſhould allow, that what was 
included in their faith and practice ought to be 
| the rule for ours, But the Doctor, by ſuppoſ- Y 
ing that they were Chriſtians, has miſſed the 
great diſcovery, thgt Cbriſtianity itſelf - is only 
@ ſopbiſtication of the religion of Jeſus ; for- inſtead 
of being Chriſtians, they were the moſt deter- 


minate 


LY 3s: 
minate enemies of Chriſtianity ; ; holding its 
tenets in the utmoſt deriſion, and contempt. 


In proof of the antiquity of this ſect, 1 will 


| here adduce two teſtimonies unnoticed by Dr. 
Prieſtley : the firſt is Marius Mercator, who 


flouriſhed in the beginning of the 5th century, 


and who, beſides being one of the moſt learn- 
ed men of his time in what regarded theolo- 
gy, had moreover the advantage of having 
reſided at the eaſtern metropolis of the Ro- 

man world; and of ſpeaking and writing | 
both the Greek and Latin languages with 
equa] fluency. The other is Primaſius the 


author of Prædeſtinatus, who flouriſhed nearly 


a century earlier. He was of Syrmium, and 
had doubtleſs any advantage which could reſult 
from the converſation or writings of his coun- 
tryman Photinus, being his contemporary. Ma- 
rius ſays, that Ebion was a Sloic Philoſopher, who, 
while John the Evangeliſt was yet in Aſia, affirmed 
_ that Fe efus was a common man, and that in this he 
followed the goſpels of Matthew, Mark and Late; 


For which reaſon Jobn thought fit to write bis Gof= 
pel to confute Juch a notion. Primaſius ſays, 
10 e that 


»Hic tempore adhuc Joannis Apoſtoli intra Aſiam ex- 
tit, et Chriſtum hominem communem ex Joſeph et Ma- 
„„ ria 


1 
} 

1 < 
4 

: 

E 
1 
| 

| 

! 

| 

E 


*_ "ey — 
Ia - — 


C 14 ] 


that Luke confuted the Ebionæns at Antioch f. 
But Luke the Evangeliſt is ſuppoſed by al- 
moſt all Chriſtian writers to have died 30 
years before John wrote his Goſpel : ſo, one 
Vould i imagine, that had the Ebionæns been 
properly confuted by Luke, there was no oc- 
caſion for John to have written his Goſpel ſolely 


with that view ; for to ſuppoſe, t that the Evan- 


3 geliſt had not properly confuted them, would 
be, I apprehend, little ſhort of impiety. Be 
this however as it may, theſe paſſages ſhow 

what opinions the learned amongſt the Catho- 


ria natum, et eum vitæ meries omne humanum genus 
præiviſſe, proque hoc in det filium adoptatum, auſus eſt 
 predicare, aſſerens ſe Mattzi, Marci, et Lucz Evangeliſ; : 
tarum auctoritatem ſecutum. Quo tempore Joannes 
Apoſtolus contra hunc condidit Evangelium, quo præfa- 


tus eſt, in principio ¶ e Verbum, et Verbum efſe apud Patrem, 


et Deum ee Verbum. Dill. ſeu app, ad contradictionem 
12 anathematiſmi. 


+ Ebionæi Hominem folum fuiſſe Pale Jeſum 


Cbriſtum aſſerunt; et legis mandata more judaico cuſtodi- 


enda conſtituunt. Hos Lucas Evangeliſta apud Antioch- 


enam eccleſiam inveniens condemnavit, docens angelum 


dixiſſe ad Mariam. Spiritus Sactus ſuperveniet in te, et 
Virtus altiſimi obumbrabit te. Ideo et id quod ex te naſce: 


tur ſauctum, pecabitur flius dei. Prædeſtinati, lib. 1. 
i Har. 10. 


lics 


CF wg. 1 
lics held i in the 4th and «th centuries reſpef- 
ing the antiquity of the Ebionites. 

The Ebionites are to be met with in the 
antient fathers under very different appella- 
tions, which is one reaſon of their having been 
overlooked by the moderns. For the mo- 
derns knowing nothing accurately of the opi- 
nions of the antient Heretics, or of that which 
conſtituted the eſſence, or inſeparable leading 
feature, of each hereſy, were incapable of diſ- 
covering them, under ſo many various ap- 
pellations; as Hebrews believing in Chriſt, Jews, 

Samaritans, Nicolaitans,  Nazearenes, Ebionites, 
Elceſaites, Offens, Cerinthians, Carpocratians, Maſ- 
ſalians, or Enthufiaſts, and perhaps by others. 
| Now, that theſe were all the ſame ſe& will 
clearly appear from Epiphanius and Theodo- 
ret, becauſe each of them entertained certain 


notions which conſtituted the Eſence of the 


Ebionite ſentiment. Again, the various ſorts 
of Gnoſtics entertained ſome peculiar notions 
which conſtituted the eſſence of that hereſy, and 

was the direct oppoſite to that which diſtin- 
guiſned the Ebionæn ſect; yet ſo ignorant are the 
modernsꝰ in this reſpect, that they have jumbled 


"2 BY this term I intend the writers of this century, ex- 
cept when otherwiſe particularized. 
theſe 


0:83 
| theſe two ſes together, though they | enter- 
tained quite oppoſite opinions. 


I know that Iſhall be thought by many exceed- 
og preſumptuous in my manner of ſpeaking of 


the learned moderns, as though 1 ſpoke tronically: 
and to this I plead guilty. For however con- 
x | fiderable their acquirements may be in other 
reſpects, yet L can with ſafety affirm, that with 
1 teſpect to the antient hereſies, of which they 
| =. particularly undertake to treat, not one of 
* them has even got over the threſhold ; but 
| | 1 ot what is worſe, by ignorantly dogmatizing they 
bt | have prevented others, of far inferior abilities, 
who, perhaps, like the author, by candidly ex- 
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amining, without having in view any religious 

1 = ſyſtem, might have chanced to have diſcovered 
the truth. For it cannot be denied how much 
a perfon of moderate abilities feels himſelf 

b os . damped i in his literary purſuits, when he hap- 75 
pens to ſee reaſon to differ from men of great 
literary fame. He has beſides all the learned, 
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that is all thoſe who are able to repeat the ſen- 
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| 3 ments of truh learned men, to contend with; 
3 who, not knowing the grounds upon which 
= thoſe perſons whole opinions they repeat have 


formed them, are abſolutely incapable of 
[ | LT | | an © 
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being argued with. However I have to counte- 
nance me, in what will particularly appear in the 


2d Part, the authority of the learned, candid, and 


— 


accurate, Marius Mercator, whom I have al- 
ready mentioned; and who, as a writer, and 
Healer, of both languages, muſt be allowed as an 
authority to be much ſuperior to that of all the 
moderns, were they ten times more numerous 
and learned than they are; this I ſay indepen- 
; dently of his being a principal diſputant in the 
controverſies, the moſt metaphyſical, and abſtract i 
that ever ſprung up to puzzle mankind; which 
came to a head in his time, I mean the Pelagian, 
Cæleſtian, Neſtorian, and Eutychian, hereſies. 
Moreover, though perhaps younger than Au⸗ 
gultine by twenty years, yet in their intercourſe 
of letters, he is treated by that learned father, 
whoſe good ſenſe chiefly diſtinguiſhed. him 
among his brethren, with the greateſt defe- 
' rence. To this invincible authority I will add 
that of his editor, the learned John Garnſer ; 
whoſe writings ſeem to be unknown even to 
Mr. Gibbon ; ; and who, in treating of the 
Neſtoan hereſy, ſeems not to have known that 


Marius Mercator was a principal perſon en- 
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8, 
gaged i in that controverſy ; and who-would haye: 
given him more true information reſpecking it 
than all the learned moderns whom he has ſome- 
times choſen to be guided by. I may beſides _ 
ſay in my own defence, that the learned mo- 
© derns treat with little ceremony the truly learns 
ed ancients; and that, forſooth, becauſe they 
do not underſtand them. Thus it is common 
with them to tax Epiphanius with credulity ; 
and very juſtly ; ; bur the Judicious Moſheim, as 
cited by Dr. Chelſum, ſays, © chat the work of. 
Fpiphanius i is full of inaccuracies, and errors, 
and diſcovers almoſt | In every page, the 22 
rance of his author.“ This 1 affirm to be the 
true character of Moſheim' s own writings for 
four or five centuries after Chriſt: and that, 
when bis name will be forgotten, the Work 
of Epiphanius, with all his inac curacies and er- 
rors, will be ſought aſter by choſe who ſeek 
real knowledge, inſtead of the abſurd dreams | 
and reyeries « of the moderns, 55 
| As this laborious German i is the great Proteſ- 
tant Doctor, whoſe opinions influence every 
ſect among them, I hope that ſome one of his 
diſciples and admirers will undertake to ex- 


plain 
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9 
bn the following terms or phraſes ; ; ind ſhew 
that they were rightly underſtood by him, nay 
even that any one of them was : for if not, it 
will follow that he knew nothing of the here- 
fies which ſprung up in the early ages of Chriſ- 
rianity ; and which I affirm he did not; nor 
any one of his diſciples that 1 have met with. 
The terms and phraſes are as follow : Hypoſ⸗ 


taſis, Wera | eo; aToc, Grvvocrarecs Homoouſios, . 
Homceouſios, Subſtantia, Subſtantialis, Subſtan- 


tivus, Conſubſtantialis, Conſubſtantivus, the 

hypoſtatical union, conſounding, confuſing, and- 
mingling, erring by exceſs, and erring by defect, 
and others connected with, or reſulting from, 
them. Now, to treat of the hereſies without 
knowing the preciſe import of theſe terms and 


Pͤhraſes, with any proſpect of ſucceſs, would be 


equally reaſonable, as to expect to make a pro- 
greſs in geometry without knowing | what 
ſquares, circles, and triangles are. And it Is 

in conſequence of this ignorance, which I ap- 
prehend is now univerſal, that the Athanaſian 
Creed, which is a Juſt, true and accurate epitome 
of the Catholic faith to- the beginning of i 
che fifth century, and eaſily Na 13 
| ENS by 


all condemned and wiſhed to be got rid of. 
bers of the eſtabliſhed church have ſucceeded 


ſigns, that they could not better employ them- 


of the above terms: as there can be no doubt 
of a good biſhopric being the fruits, when 
Bp. Horſley's puny labours have been ſo amply 
rewarded, It will, beſides enable them to 
| correct any thing unfounded that 1 may hap- 


conſideration the advice given by Sicinnius 
to NeRarius Biſhop of Conſtantinople, who, 


upon being conſulted, reſpecting the proper 
meaſures. to be taken at the ſecond General 


LL. 1 
by one ſaid to be a collection of unmeaning 


ſounds or direct contraditt ions, by another, 
the production of a drunken man—and by 


am alſo inclined to think, that as the mem-- 
in foiling the diſſenters in their ambitious de- 


ſelves, than in turning over the muſty fathers, 
and endeavouring to find out the meaning 


pen to advance. 


Were we not upon. the eve of a war, when 


ir is highly improper to be attempting inno- 
vations, 1 would recommend to our miniſter” 8 


Council, called. together by T heodoſius the 
Great: 


| L 28- 1 
Great to reconcile all Chriſtian Sets, but par- 
ticularly the Arians, to the Catholic Faith, re- 
commended, that the Heretics ſhould be aſked, 
whether thoſe of the Fathers who gave expoſi- 
tions of the Scriptures before the riſe of Ari- 
aniſm, ſhould be held to be orthodox, or betero- 
dox: if they ſay the latter, deſire them to 
pronounce an anathema againſt them: which 
if they ſhould dare to do, their own flocks will 
expel them from their churches : if they. allow 
that they were orthodox, then by their expo- 
fitions we ſhall prove that we are right, and 
they wrong. In like manner were his majeſty 
to convene | a general council compoſed of an 
equal number from the various ſects in this 
Kingdom, the ſectariſts, who, however worthy 
as individuals, yet diſgrace Chriſtianity for 
having given riſe to ſuch various ſyſtems, 
would, I am confident, find themſelves i in a 
ſimilar dilemma. Moreover, the proceedings 
= being publiſhed ; in our newſpapers would be the 
means of laying the foundation of a general 
religious reform conſonant to the true ſpiric of 
nnn. in my apprehenſion, the 
Church 


| — 
. 0 
[| r 


Church of Fngland would have fewer altera. 
tions to undergo, than any other church, or 
ſet, whatever. 5 
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| | I am now to apologize for the incorteineſſes 
[ in the printing: however I hope they will not 
| be found ſuch as materially to affect the ſenſe; 
| : particularly when corrected agreeably to the 
| l Errata. Being, I may truly ſay, only a pe, 


| ſenger, I have had recourſe to public libraries 
| for the purpoſe of conſulting the Fathers, and 
| [ EY verifying thoſe paſſages, which, as the reader 
5 will perceive, 1 have taken from the moderns: 


and being frequently obliged to print off my 
note, depending upon my authority, I have 


1 in two or three inſtances been led into an er- 
1 rox: but which will be found redtified in the 


errata. E 
To write elegantly in controverſy I apprebend | 
to be very difficult: neither do I pretend to it 
upon any ſubject. I would not miſpend my 
time in poliſhing my language were I certain 
of attaining to the higheſt literary fame: my 
object is ſolely to be underſtood, and to im- 
preſs my reader with important truth; therefore 
have not avoided repetitions, which, though 
en 


tu 1 
generally deemed inelegancies, I, nevertheleſs, 
find them in firſt rate authors. 
Truth having ever been my purſuit, the 


pointing out my errors, ſo far from offending, 
will be eſteemed a favour. 


I fear that when I perceived the writers, whom 


1] make the ſubje& of my remarks, managing ö 
their arguments in ſuch a manner as to impoſe 


on ordinary readers, that my language has not 
been ſufficiently guarded ; mand that it will be 
found that I have imbibed ſome of the pole- 
mical aſperity of Theol»gians : : but my indig- 
nation at ſuch conduct I felt to be too ſtrong 
to be repreſſed, having frequently diſcovered 

myſelf, upon conſul ting the origins), to be the 

dupe of my credulity. 

| Thinking | can ſay with the Geometrician, 

rome, ſhould excuſe trivial errors ; being truly : 


impariently deſirous to make others eee 
Fipate of the latisfaction. 1 
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PRELIMINARY DISQUISITION. 


\HE Author of the following ſheets hereby avows 
himſelf an Ebionite; that is, one who believes 
n in the divine miſſion of Feſes—that He was only a mere 
: Man—and that be was not at all the Chriſt, or Me off ah, 
er the Anointed feretold by the Fewiſh Prophets, under 
whoſe government, the Fews were to enjoy that temporal 
Proſperity deſeribed by them—and rejedts, or makes little 
| account of, the Books of the New Te „ excepting 
only the Goſpel of Mark. 
It may be thought that the Ebiouiltes held no ſuch. 
5 tenets, and of courſe that this notion is quite novel, 
> groundleſs, and fantaſtical. The following paſſages, 
| however, from the Fathers, will clearly ſhew that the - 
Ebionites, nay even all the Jewiſh believers in Feſus, 
who cannot be denied to have been the firſt converts 
to the divine miſſion of Jeſus, entertained theſe ſenti- 
ments, and conſequently that this is the true faith 
The firſt paſſages which I ſhall adduce will be from 
B Origen. 


4 4 
A. D. Origen. His early age—his learning—his integrity— 
"*” having ſpent the moſt material part of his life 


: in or near the land of Judea, and of courſe having 
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the beſt means of arriving at the truth—his inquiſi- 


tivenefs gratified to the utmoſt extent by his worthy 


and opulent Mzcenas, Ambroſe, juſtly entitle him 


to the utmoſt confidence with regard to facts, and to ; 


W 2s” Santa 
—— 


a precedence over all the F athers, This character of 


Origen is ſupported by the unanimous teſtimony of 


i the Ancients ; by thoſe, who, when orthodoxy aſ- 
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ſumed a more ' confiftent form than in Origen? $ time, 


. 
n * 


and who of courſe differed from him, nay taxed 


"4, . mn rs ** 
* 


bim with holding heretical notions ; ſtill imput- 


ed the Errors to the Man: his heart was pure, 


even according to their own confeſſion * . Will it 
be believed after this, that within this preſent cen- 
tury it has been diſcovered by the very learned (if 
80 reading conſtitutes learning) Doctor Moſheim, that 
very ingenious and acute Ger nan, that notwithſtand- 


ing all theſe praiſes of the Ancients poſing Ori- | 
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gen's character, that his veracity is ſo queſtionable, 
that he would not believe him upon his cath? But 
above all, will it be credited that a Right Reve- 
rend Biſhop, the Biſbop of st. David's, ſhould, in * 


re publication, ſo often repeat the ſame charge as even 


to affect one's feelings? By that Right Reverend 
Biſhop who inſiſts upon explicit haftorical evidence in 
ſupport of facts; and I preſume the nearer in time 
and place the evidence is to the facts recorded, the 
more worthy the teſtimony is of credit, at leaſt 1 
5 have been ſo taught by that judicious Catholic, Mu- ; 
. ratori, who thus diſproves a multitude of Popiſh 
miracles : yet theſe two ingenious and learned gen- 
tlemen ground their ſentiment upon a writer (Sulpi- 
tius Severus) who Aouriſhed three hundred years nearly 
after the very extraordinary facts he records; facts 
unrecorded by any other hiſtorian ;_ nay facts, which 
contradiẽt the uniform teſtimony of proceding hiſto- 
_ rians : for theſe repreſent Adrian as no perſecutor ; 3 
whereas Sulpitius Severus repreſents him as 4 per- 
ſecutor; moreover he lived 1 500 miles from the ſcene 


1 of action. But to return to Origen. 


* 


B 2 7 | Origen | 
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8: 
Origen ſays, writing againſt Celſus, that ce they 
of the Jews, who believe in Jeſus, have not aban- 


doned the Law of their anceſtors, for they live 


5 according to it, being ſurnamed agreeably to the 
« expectation of the poverty of the Law: for a 
c beggar is called among the Jews ( that is in the 
Hebrew language) Ebion: and they of the Jews, 

© who have received Jeſus as the Chriſt, go by the 
e of Ebionzans.( 2) Here then we find, that 
notwithſtanding the reſult of the Council of the 81 
Apoſtles held in Jeruſalem, and which we have re- 
corded in the Acts; and notwithſtanding the divine 
Paul's ſhewing the futility of the Jewiſh ordinances, 
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0:Zx 48164, Origen in Celſum, p. 56+ edit. Spencer, —Horſley's Tracts, 


Pe 153. The learned Biſhop, inadvertently I preſume, tranſlates Inoey, 


| Chriſt, A reader, unverſed in theſe ſubjects, may think this not worth > 


noting z however he may change his mind, when he is informed, that 5 


in the time of Origen, there were many who held that Chriſt was a 
ſuperior intelligence; ſome a god, ſuperior to Jehovah the maker of this 
world; and that, by Chriſt, the orthodox underſtood the union of Man 5 


and God : but, by all, Jeſus was ſuppoſed to be either a mere Man, or 
nothing ; that is, an appearance without reality. 


and 


F 
and chat they were only mere ſhadows of the good things 
7 come; yet ill, that all the Fewiſh believers (Origen's 
words admit of no exception) abode by and followed 


their own Laws. Had we no other direct teſtimony 


to the fact, it might be hence certainly concluded, that 


not one of the Jewiſh believers received, as canonical, 


either the Ace of the Apoſtles, or the Epiſtles of 5 


of Holy Paul. —But to proceed, He again ſays, 


cc There are ſome too, who receive Jeſus, boaſting to 


4. be Chriſtians upon this account, and are moreover 


« willing to live, Ike the multitudes of the Fews, after 


< the Law of the Jews. And theſe are the double 


6e Ebionites, whether they acknowledge Him, in like 


« manner with ourſelves, to have been born of a Vir 2 


600 zin, or that He was not fo, but as other men . 


Here we find that a belief i in the miraculous concep- 


7 tion, or the diſbelieving it, did not make theſe be- | 


Hevers double Fbionites; neither did it conflitute a 
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ſecond ſort of Ebionites, as we are informed by the 
ingenious and learned moderns. What was it then 
that conſtituted a double Ebionite? It was their be- 


lieving in Jeſus, and being willing, like the Jews, 


(which ſhews that they were not Jews) to live accord» 
ing to the Law of the Jews. 80 then as they were not 
Jews, they muſt have been Gentile believers. Here then 


we have Gentile believers, who, as well as the Jewiſh, 


rhought little of the Epiſtles of Holy Paul. Now as 


we may perceive, and indeed as is generally admitted, 


that the Jewiſh believers were nicknamed Ebjonites 


by the Chriſtians, for being contented with the poor 


expectations of the Law, and rejecting the rich expec- 


tations of the Goſpel, I think it may be fairly in- 
| ferred, that the Gentiles, who thought in like man- 
ner, were nicknamed by the Chriſtians Double- Ebio- 


nites, as being doubly to blame; for Jews had ſome | 


apology, force | of education, habit, &c. I but ſuch 


: Gentile Believers were without excuſe. And that 


the Ebionites only thought Jeſus to have been a mere 
Man, whether they believed i in his miraculous con- 
ception, or not, will hence appear evident. —Origen 


ſays, © And when you conſider the faith concerning 


6 our 


LT 4 

« our Saviour, of thoſe of the Jews, who believe it 
_« Chriſt, ſome thinking him to be the ſon of Joſeph 
e and Mary, and others of Mary only and the Divine 
<< Spirit, but not believinghis Deity, or the God- word. 
As there is no difference of opinion reſpecting this laſt 
particular, to adduce farther proof is unneceſſary. F: 
therefore truſt that l have made out, to the entire ſatis- 
faction of my readers, my firſt head; that the Ebionites, 
or Double-Fbionites, thought Jeſus to be only a mere 
Man, whether believers in the mitaculous conception 
or not. I ſhall now proceed to my ſecond. 

981 affirm, ſecondly, that 25 Ebionites did not think 
that Jeſus was the Meſſiah, or the Chriſt, or the Anoini- 
ed foretold by the Fewiſh prophets, under whoſe govern= 
ment the Fews were to enjoy that temporal proſperity de- 
 feribed by them. For the proof of this poſition, the 
firſt of the Fathers whom 1 ſhall cite is Athanaſius, | 
called by the Ancients the Father of Orthodoxy. He 

wed Wang: againf the Arians, that „ Some lying 
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ok 
& in this reſpect, and ſome in that, or thinking like 
ac the Jews, that the Lord had no: AT ALL come, have 


ce erred. But this alone has more madly dared againſt 


« the Deity itſelf, ſaying that there is no word at all, 


4 nor that the God is Fathers,” Hence it appears, that 
the Jews did believe that the Chriſt had not AT ALL 
came 3 and it alſo appears, that there were others, 
not fows, and of courſe Gentiles, who thought LIKE 

the Fews, that Chriſt had not AT ALL come. 1 appre- 
hend that theſe Gentiles muſt have been believing Gen- 
tiles, or followers of Feſus ; but the concluſiveneſs of 
this inference will entirely depend upon the Jews, 

whom they are ſaid to have thought like, being proved 
to have been beheving Jews : for without this being 
proved, the inference will be only proportionate to 
the probability. Firſt, then I ſay, that the Jews, in 
this paſſage, muſt have been believing Jews; for it 
would have been abſurd i in him to ſay, that Heathens 
thought as Jews, if by Jews he meant unbelieving 

S AL u Jog, as I tutte nn u n 3 
— 7 
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N, fands Tov Oro walepe twat Contra Annes, Orig. i. Opera, 
vol. i. p. 300. Hiſt, Op. vol. iv. * 220. 


Jews: 


Jews: for it would be a truiſm, a ſelf-evident propofi- 
tion. Secondly, I aſk, with what propriety could 
the terms lying and erring be applied to Heathens, 
who knew nothing of the matter ? With what pro- 
priety could erring be predicated of Jews, who did 
not AT ALL believe? Should a doubt remain, 1 
U truſt it will evaporate as we proceed. —l ſhall ad- 
| duce another paſſage from the ſame author. He ſays, 
| apologizing for Dionyſius, who had been accuſed of 
= having given riſe to Arianiſm, by ſome unguarded ex- 

prefſions i in his writings againſt the Sabellians—c« Dare 
vc they then affirm, that the Apoſtles themſelves 
« thought as Arius? for the Apoſtles proclaim Chriſt 
“ himſelf to be a man of Nazareth, and to have 
6 ſuffered—they therefore ſetting forth ſuch things, 
« fince they made uſe of theſe words, did they know 
ce Chriſt only as a Man, and nothing more ? God 
6 forbid. They had this by no means in mind ; but 


c 


on R 


they did this as wiſe maſter-builders, and ſlewards 


ce of the myſteries of God ; | and they had this good 


reaſon: F or ſince the then Fews being aſtray (them- 85 


| 4 


* 


ſelves), and having led aſtray the Greeks, thought 
Chriſt a mere Man, only that he was to come of 
— F 
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the ſeed of David, like the other children begotten 


* 


*% - 


c of David—neither- did they believe him to be God, | 
« or that the word was made fleſh—therefore the 


bleſſed Apoſtles, with much wiſdom, firſt ſet forth 


 - 


& to the Jews what reſpected the humanity .of the 


a 


Saviour; that having by all means perſuaded them, 


* 


from the ſigns that appeared and were done, that 


the Chriſt had come : and afterwards they inſtruct- | 


«Ked them in the belief of bis Deity ; - ſhewing, that 
7 the works done were not thoſe of Man, but of 


60 God. F or inſtance : : Peter ſaying that the Man 


= 


Chriſt ſuffered, immediately added—This is the 


Prince of Life“. 1 apprehend that the then 


Jews, 
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Jes, in this paſſage, were believing Fews: for that un- 


| believing Jews ever preached, or diſcourſed with the 
Gentiles reſpecting Chriſt or the Meſfah, who was 
foretold by their prophets that was to come, is not 
only devoid of any erplicit Hiſtorical evidence, and 
therefore unworthy of any attention; but is, beſides, 


utterly improbable. For the Jews of the apoſtolic 


age having no other notions of their Meſſiah's king- 
dom, ſaving that of their own great temporal proſpe- 
rity and that all nations would, during his govern= 


ment, or the government of the anointed, be in ſubjec- 


tion to them—it is, I ſay, utterly improbable that they 


ſhould needleſsly render themſelves ſtill more unpopu- 


lar than they were, by holding forth ſuch ſentiments, 


Bp. Horſley ſuppoſes that the n here mentioned, 


were Proſelytes of the Gate, whom the then Jews led 
aſtray; but, admitting that there were Gree ks thus diſ- 


: tinguiſhed (for which ſuppoſition, however, no proof 
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exiſts, that is, explicit hiſtorical evidence), ſtill the term 


Greeks will not only include theſe, were there any ſuch; 
but alſo every other Greek, or all the Greeks : and we 
are moreover aſſured by Bp. Horſley, p. 21, that Atha- 
naſius calls things by their names; that i is, I preſume, 


makes uſe of proper terms to expreſs his notions, and 


: therefore his language ſhould be taken in its natural 


force. However, as Bp. Horſley thinks that theſe then 


| Jews were unbelieving Jews, the ſentiment of a perſon 


of his Lordſni b 8 abilities and information ſhall be conſi- 


dered; though he does not pretend to ſupport it by 


explicit evidence from the antients, which, he himſelf 


very juſtly aſſures us, is the only circumſtance which 


ſhould have weight in controverſies of this Natures 
Whether the following paſſage from Juſtin Martyr 

tends. to confirm my ſentiment, that theſe Jews 

were believing Jews, and to ſhew the inſolidity of ; 


his Lordſhip's, that theſe Jews were wunbelicving 


Jews, is ſubmitted to his Lordſhip's own deter- ; 


mination, Juſtin ſays, in his Apology, cc For the 


6 Jews, who had the prophecies, and always expett- 
« ed the coming of Chriſt, knew him not; and not 
ec only ſo, but killed him, But the Gentiles, who 


cc never 


+8 3 


e never heard of CHRIST—UNTIL the Apoſtles, ſetting 


ec out From Jeruſalem, taught them the things concerning 
cc bim being filled with joy and faith, gave them- 


cc ſelves up to the unbegotten God, through Jeſus 


« Chriſt v1 now apprehend that I may conclude 


that the then Jews of -Athanafus, were the believing : 
x fews of Juſtin z and who, if they were led aſtray, 
were, it ſeems, led aſtray by the Apoſtles themſelves, 
and thus innocently led aſtray the Gentiles, But, ſhould 
the Biſhop fill maintain his own. ſentiment, it will 
be incumbent upon him to ſhew, by explicit evi- 
dense from the antients, that unbelieving Jews went 


about teaching the Gentiles their own notions reſpect- 


ing Chriſt, after the Apoſtles had ſet out from Judea 


upon the ſame errand, for Juſtin is expreſs againſt 
prior teaching. No inferences ſhould be = 


all attended to; the moſt explicit language is requi- 
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ſite to eſtabliſh, or even to render at all probable, ſs 


| improbable an hypotheſis —Still, however, farther to 
| ſtrengthen this argument, if its force can be added to, 


the following paſſages will ſhew that the Ebionites 


and Double Ebionites, were called Jews by the ortho- 
dox, notwithſtanding their believing in Jeſus —But 
firſt 1 ſhall put down an obſervation of Dr. Prieſtley 


reſpecting Moſheim, which, as not controverted by 
any of his opponents, may be the more implicitly 


_ relied upon for its accuracy. The Doctor obſerves, 


Hiſt. Op. vol. iii, p. 191, that Moſheim produces no 


authority, in his Diſſertations, for his aſſertion (of : 4 
church of Chriſtian Jews reſiding at Jeruſalem . 
ſequent to the time of Adrian); he only ſays, that 


& he cannot reconcile the fact, which Origen men- 


6c tions, with his ſeeming unwillingneſs to allow the 


44 Ebionites to be Chriſtians,” Now, as few perſons 


were better read in the Fathers than Moſheim—and i 
as it appears, from what Dr, Prieſtley ſays, that he 
was upon the watch to diſcoyer ; any thing i in Origen 


which might induce a belief, that Origen thought 


the Eblonites were Chriſtians—and as his ſearch was 


unſucceſsful—we may reſt aſſured, that there is in 


Origen 


E 
Origen no paſſage which has a tendency to induce 
ſuch a belief. It ſeemed that this appeared a very 
extraordinary circumſtance to Moſheim; but is ex- 
traordinarineſs entirely reſulted from his own pre- : 
Judices : : for he had no ſaſpicion (and I apprehend 
that this notion is aQually univerſal) that there could 


w 


be a believer in the Divine miſſion of Jeſus, who did 


not believe that he was the CrurroT, But the truth 
is far otherwiſe; ; for no Jew ever yet believed (unleſs 
: we are to credit Epiphanius, with regard to a 1 ingle one 
mentioned by Dr. Prieſtley ; but whole teſtimony, 
unleſs ſupported by other writers, is in any matter 
little regarded) —I ſay, then, THAT NO JEW 
EVER YET BELIEVED that Jeſus was the 
CHRIST, or their promiſed MksslAn: and there- 
fore that Origen was perfectiy juſtifiable in not 
calling the Ebionites, or Double Ebionites, Chri- 
tians; ſeeing that they did not acknowledge Jeſus to 
be the CHRIST, or the promiſed MessrAk. And 
though Athanaſius apologizes for thoſe believers in 
| Jeſus, who held theſe mean, low ſentiments reſpect- 
ing him, yet he does not call them Chriſtians. But 
what crowns this argument is, That, notwithſtanding 
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all Dr. Prieſtley's induſtry, he has not as yet been 


able to adduce the | explicit language of any of the 


F athers to ſupport his notion, that the Ebionites 


were eſteemed Chriſtians ; ; and inferences, 28 Bp. 


Horſley juſtly obſerves, are in theſe caſes totally inad- 


miſſible. As Bp. Horſley, however, following the foot- 


| eps of Moſheim, declares that the veracity of Ori- 
gen is ſo problematical, that he would rot believe 


him UPON HIS oATH—but with what juſtice will be 


hereafter confidered—I ſhall therefore for the preſent 


wave inſiſting upon the teſtimony of Origen.—1 will 
lay before the reader a paſſage of Athanaſius, who, 
according to the Biſhop, as already obſerved, calls 
things by their names. Athanaſius ſays, that « the 


« followers of Marcellus, and of Photinus of Aneyra, 


« in Galatia, denied the eternal perſonality of Chriſt 


“ and his everlaſting kingdom, in Lhe manner with . 


cc the Jews, on pretence of eſtabliſhing a monarchy 3,” * 


This paſſage tends to prove that the Jews, in note 


3 0; ano Marz x) Of Twy ayxupoyaalur, oi TW wp 
1 ²ã vꝛrœfb u Ty eig, w rm olinwuinlo avls Bacinkuar 


optoius I89aioy abilgow. 7% TfoPact oungacla; Jexuw Th e- 


rf De ee Armen. een, vol. i. p. 3 Op- 
vol. iii. p. 402. 


p. 8 


CF J 


Ne 5; p- 8, were believing Jews—for he could not com- 


pare Marcellus and Photinus to the unbelieving Fews 


—and of courſe that theſe believing Jews did not be- 


lieve that Jeſus was the CuRIST or Mxss rA; but 
it moreover proves that there were Gentile believers 
who thought in the like | manner as the believing 
Jews, none of whom of courſe held higher notions 
of Jeſus; ; and conſequently, with the Biſhop” s good 
leave, and the learned Moſheim' s, Who is his guide, 
* according to Athanaſius, there. were no orthodox 
Jews at all; and for omitting the mention of | 
whom, Origen would not be believed upon his oath, 
by theſe two charitable and learned champions of 
the Chriſtian verity: fo that Athanaſius confirms 


what Origen aſſerts that all the Jews were called 


Ebionites, becauſe they placed their future hopes in 


the promiſes of the Law of Moſes, diſcarding every 
idea of the eternal perſonality of Chriſt, and of his eternal 
kingdom; and conſequently rejecting our books of the 


New Teſtament, in which theſe doctrines are clearly ſet 


forth :—as alſo, that there were Gentile believers, who, 


in like manner as the Jewiſh believers, placed their 


future hopes in the promiſes of the Law of Moſes, 


Ro diſcarding 
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diſcarding every idea of the eternal perſonality of 
 Chrift, and of his eternal kingdom; and conſequently 


rejecting thoſe books of the New Teſtament 5 HM 


which theſe doctrines are ſet forth. So that this 


alone is a complete juſtification of Origen's not 


having concealed an Orthodox Church of Chriſtians 


at Jeruſalem or Alia, ſubſequent to the reign. of 
Adrian, as there were none ſuch to conceal; and: 
5 ſhews how well-founded theſe defamers of the dead 
were (Moſheim, and the Biſhop of St. David's) 


in reiterating their afkirmations, that they would 5 


not believe UPON. HIS OATH a celebrated an- 


cient, whoſe character for integrity was never im- 


: peached, till he was diſcovered not to ſupport the 
groundleſs notions of theſe two very learned divines. 
1 therefore truſt that I have proved my ſecond poſi- 


| tion, that the Ebionites, or double Ebionites, did NOT 


believe that ; Feſus Was the SIT And therefore 
we ſhould not be ſurpriſed, that that \pledding and 
ſpeculative German was diſappointed in not finding a 
church of OkTHODOX CHRISTIANS amongſt a peo- 
ple amongft whom there were NO CHRISTIANS AT 
ALL. 

Thirdly, 


L 0 1 

"Thirdly, I affirm that the Ebionites, or double E bio- 

nites rejected, or made little account the books of the New 
Teſtament, excepting only the Goſpel of Mark. To prove 
: this, I ſhall firſt adduce a paſſage from Epiphanius, 

who ſays, © Ebion wiſhes to have the appellation of 
"0 Chriſtians, but not therefore the practice, and the 
« opinion, and the knowledge, and the aſſent with 
6c the Goſpels and Apoſtles concerning the Faith 9 ” 
Hence I might infer, that Ebion received neither 
the Epiſtles nor Goſpels; but having already ob- 
ſerved that his teſtimony, unleſs ſupported, „ is of 
little value; I {hall therefore frrengthen it with this 
' paſſage from Euſebius, who' ſays, ſpeaking of the 
Ebionites, be And making uſe of the Goſpel accord- 
« ing to the Hebrews, they have but little reſpect for 


« the reſt“ Hence it appears that, accarding to 
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the Eviogites held the books of the 


New Teſtament very cheap. 


Euſebius, 
The next paſſage 


which I ſhall adduce, is from a much eſteemed eccle- 


ſiaſtical hiſtorian, Theodoret, Bp. of Cyrus; who, 
in his Hiſtory of Heretics, ſays, cc that the Naza- 


< renes are Jews, who honour Chriſt as a righteous 


ce Man, and uſe the Goſpel according to Peter 


Having already proved that all the believing Jews were 


Ebionites, it follows, that the Narzarenes being Jews, Th 


who uſed the Goſpel of Peter, were Ebionites : but it 
may be aſked, what Golpel was this? We know of no 
ſuch Goſpel, ſay the orthodox? Granted. However, as 
the ancients univerſally admit that Mark was only the 


amanuenſis of Peter, or had only reduced to writing 


Peter's diſcourſes, and of courſe frequently call the | 
Goſp l of Mark the Goſpel of Peter, to whom in 


fact it more truly belonged than to Mark, if what 


they ſay can be relied on—juſt as Mr. F ox's ſpeeches : 


are juſtly called his, though exhibited to the public 


by Mr. Woodfall:—I therefore think that I am juſti- 
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fed in preſuming, that Peter's * was the Goſpel 
of Mark. But it may be objected, that if Peter's Goſ- 
pel was the Golf; pel of Mark, that I then deſtroy the 
| teſtimonies of Epiphanius and Euſebius ; . who affirm, 
that the Ebionites did not receive the books of our 
Y Canon, and of courſe not Mark's Goſpel, This 1 
allow. But it does not follow, but that originalh, 
and in its purity, the Goſpel of Mark was exactly 5 
the ſame as the Goſpel of Peter, or the Goſpel according 
to the Hebrews, which Euſebius and Theodoret men- 
tion only to have been made uſe of by the Ebionites | 
or Nazarenes: for Jerome, i in the preface to the Four 


Evangeliſts, ſays, cc For if we are to depend upon 5 


ce the Latin copies, they anſwer, Upon which ? for 


< there are as many copies almoſt as manuſcripts : 


ec but if the truth is to be ſought from many, why, 


4 returning to the or iginal Greek, do we not correct 
7 thoſe which were badly publiſhed by faulty inter- . 
- « preters? Here truly a great error hath grown old ü 


« in our manuſcripts; whilſt that one Evangeliſt 


e hath ſaid more upon the ſame thing than another, 
ce they have added to this what they thought he was 


cc defective in: or whilſt one expreſſed the ſame 


meaning 
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, meaning differently, he who hath choſen one in 


"0 preference to the other four, ;adges that the others 


” ſhould be amended according to it. Whence it has 


cc come to paſs, that with us all things are inter- 
„ mixed, and many things of Luke and Matthew are 
3 found in Mark: again, many things of John and 
46 Mark : are found in Matthew; and there are things „ 


CLE found | in the reſt which are peculiar to others“, » 


Now 1 apprehend that Jerome was not a man that : 
was likely to make ſuch a confeſſion, unleſs compel- 
led to it by the force of truth. He elſewhere obſerves, 
that (Mark wrote a ſhort goſpel; ” ſo that though 


12 Si enim latinis es fides eſt adhibenda, reſpondeant, 
quibus. Tot enim ſunt exemplaria pene quot codices. Sin autem veritas 
eſt quærenda de pluribus, cur non ad græcam origenem revertentes, 
ea quæ vel a vitioſis interpretibus male edita.....corrigimus ? Magnus 
ſiquidem hic in noſtris codicibus error inolevit, dum quod in eadem re 
alius evangeliſta plus dixit, i in alio quia minus putaverint, addiderunt. 
vel dum eumdem ſenſum alius aliter expreſſit, ille qui unum e qua- 
tuor primum legerat, ad ejus* exemplum cæteros quoque æſtimavit 


emendandos. Unde accidit, ut apud nos mixta fiat omnia, & in 


Marco plura Lucæ atque Matthi: rurſum in Mathæo plura Joannis 
& Marci: & in cæteris reliquorum quæ aliis propria ſunt, invenian- 
tur. Hieron. in Præf. in 4. Evang. tom. i. p. 1426.---Lard. vol. v. p. 70. 


n. m.; form. edit. vol. x. p. 170. 
13 Marcus.. . « breve ſeripſit Evangelium. Hier. de, vol. i. cap. viii. 


—Lard. v. 38; former edit. x. 97. 


Mark's 


t 1 


Mark's Goſpel be the ſhorteſt of the Goſpels, ſtill the 


true Goſpel of Mark was much ſhorter. So that I think 
very reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that the Goſpel of Peter 
might have been called the Goſpel according to the 
Hebrews, becauſe the Jewiſh believers, who are  ſome- | 
times by the fathers called Hebrews, made uſe of it 
only ; and that the ſame Jewiſh believers rejected the 
Goſpel of Mark on account of the groundleſs interpo- | 
lations which they may have poſſibly thought to have 
obſerved in it. That Mark ever wrote this Goſpel 


is utterly againſt all probability, at leaſt attended with 


the circumſtances annexed to it : but let the reader 


judge for himſelf. Euſebius ſays, cc that Clement 


« informs us, that the occaſion of writing the Goſpel 


cc according to Mark was this: Peter baving pub- 


&« lickly preached the word at One, and having 


ce ſpoken the goſpel by the ſpirit, m many who were 


40 there entreated Mark to write the things that had 


(0 been ſpoken, he having long accompanied Peter, 


cc and retained what he ſaid; and that when he com- 


bu poſed the Goſpel, he delivered it to them who had 


cc alked it of him; which when Peter knew, he nei- 


c ther 


[44] 


& ther forbade it, or encouraged it 4.“ 1 ſay this 


account is highly improbable, * entreat ? Were 
rhere not many ſhort-hand writers in Rome in thoſe | 
days? But if Peter's auditors were ſo defirous of having 
his diſcourſes in writing, why not employ ſome one 
who would have written them in Latin? for I preſume 
that it will not be diſputed, that the bulk of his proſe- 
iptes were of the lower order of the people, who knew 
nothing of Greek. I therefore truſt, that as Theodoret 

_ affirms, that the Nazarenes uſed the Goſpel of Peter, 
by which name the Orthodox ſometimes diſtinguiſh 3 
the Goſpel of Mark, and by which name, if what they | 
themſelves aſſert be true, it ſhould always have gone 
by; and as Theodoret alſo affirms, that the Nazarenes 


were Jews, and as 1 haye proved that all the Jewiſh be- | 


* Te de Mæpxos Ta lm E Xx bibo 78 0 
25 open enpus ag Toy Aoyov, % eu⁰,τ,riF To evary[enov S e, 
| T85 pte WANs; olg WHARXANTAL Toy Maxon, ws &XoAou- 
Onio alu woppwber, x) jorpunjurvor Twy AexOerlon, artypatas Tae 
en croi Hoi bY To evaylinov, full, Tos Feopevorg aule* 
orep em poi Toy Help, eopolpeninws prletrwhuoas funre y- 
Toraobai. Toy error Io ro xalo Condola ds Te Clic er 
Trois evaryſenorg dd wp per wiſſe vro Twy ppl, apvevpucils 
DeoPoprlela, Hi moons eve. roc, o KAnpng. 


Euſeb. Hiſt. Eccleſ. I. vi. c. 14,"p. 216.---B, Lard. vol. ii. p- 211, n.; 
former edit. vol. ii. P. 47g. 


lieyers 


( 25 ) 
lievers were Ebionites, it follows that the Ebionites 


received the Goſpel of Peter, from which Goſpel 
Mark's only differed by a number of groundleſs inter- 


polations, This ſuppoſition, if ſuch J can call what 


appears ſo evident, is further ſtrengthened by its being 
well known that to this day neither the antient. ortho- 
dox writers, nor the moderns, have been able to de- 


termine who the Mark was who wrote the goſpel, 


which I ſhall ſhew in the Diſſertation prefixed to my 


Harmony. Laſtly, Fauſtus ſays „ that the Jews, 


e through prepoſſeſſion for Moſes, being ſatiated with 
ce the Old Teſtament, rejected the New(1 30. Theſe 


were evidently believers in Jeſus, and the language 


comprehends all ſuch, and ſhews that Fauſtus knew 
of no orthodox Jews. 5 


Having now, I truſt, clearly proved my three poſi- 


tions- that the Ebionites believed that Jeſus was only 


a man that they did not believe that the Ghrift had 


at all come—and that they rejected the books in our 
New Teſtament, I requeſt the attention of my reader 


* (15) Quare non accipis Teftamentum Vetus ? quia & omne vas plenum 

ſuperfuſa non recipit, ſed affundit.—Proinde & Judzi ex preeoccupatione 
| Moyſeos Teſtamento veteri ſatiati, reſpuerunt novum, Fauſt, . v. cap. Is 
Lard, vol. iii. p. 496 3 z r edit. vol. vi. p. 312. | 
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( 4} 
whilſt I lay before him a ſuccinQ, a clear, and, I truſt 
an accurate account of the principal hereſies which ſprung 
up among Chriſtians for the firſt three centuries after 
Chriſt ; inaſmuch as I have been able to collect it from 
che writings of the moderns. This is a ſubject wrapt 
up in more than Egyptian darkneſs. Every writer that 
I am acquainted with having no accurate ideas upon the 
ſubject, his language of courſe muſt be ſelf. contradictory, 
which very frequently is the caſe. As the ſubject is un- 
commonly curious, and has exerciſed in vain che intel- 
| lect of the firſt ſcholars, no farther prefa: e is neceſ- 


lary. If what 1 have to offer upon this head ſhould 


not prove perfectly fatisfatory, as not being immediately 
deduced trom the writings of the ancients, at *. KR 
will have that of novelty to recommend but 
| firſt I ſhall premiſe one point, that, at prone, 
I ſhall not adduce proofs for what Is generally, 
and. for aught I know, univerſally admitted ; pre- 
ſuming that I ſhall have few readers of theſe ſheets, 

who will ſee any neceſlity for them ; 3 - but in 
the Diſſertation prefixed to my Harmony, I ſhall deem 


it my duty to prove every thing by explicit evidence 5 


from the ancient fathers of what I ſhall there propoſe. 


My 


„ 


My firſt poſition then is, that the appellation of 


Nazarene was the univerſal diſtinguiſhing name for all 
the followers of Jeſus; that i is, of thoſe who believed 


in his divine miſſion. This was the genus which em- 


1 braved all the ſpecies. As. the term Proteſtant in- 


. cludes Lutherans, Calviniſts, Arminians, Quakers; ſo 


did the term Nazarene include every ſect of the 


followers of Jeſus, whether Ebionites, Orthodox, 


Gnoſtics, &c. My proof for this poſition is from 
Acts xxiv. 5: 60 For we have found this Man a peſ- 


Fc tilent fellow, and a mover of ſedition among all 


6c the Jews throughout the world, and a ringleader 
« of the ſect of the Nazarenes,” T doubt not but. 


that there are ſome who will affirm that Nazarenes 


here intends only the Jewiſh believers in Jeſus ; but 


the following paſſage from Tertullian, will not ad- 
mit this evaſion, He ſays, that © the Chriſt of the 


(6 Creator was to have been called a Nazarene, ac 


„ cording to the prophet; wherefore the Jews call 


5 Nazarenes, from this name e. » This, I truſt, 


is explicit evidence; if it be not, 1 know not what is. 


16 Nazarzus vocari habebat ſecundum Prophetiam Chriſtus creatoris, 


Nazarenes 
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unde & ipſo nomine nos 23 Nazaræos appellari per eum. Ad Mar- 


cconem, lib. iv. cap. 8. 
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Tertullian was no Jew, yet he admits that he was 


called a Nazarene by the Jews. That it was a name 


of contempt, Bp. Horſley himſelf admits, which pre- 


cludes any argument chat can be formed from a dif- 
g ferent mode of ſpelling it; it being utterly improba- 


ble that the Jews would give the believers in Jeſus 


two nick-names of nearly ſimilar ſound. 


26 Orthodox. 


Valentini 
anz. 


In the beginning of the ſecond century, as I preſume 


»—for it can only be gueſſed at, there being no explicit 
evidence on either ſide, of what I am now going to pro- 


poſe, with reſpect to the Orthodox ſome of theſe Na- 


zarenes took it into their heads that, Jeſus was the pro- 


1 miſed Meſſiah, the Anointed; which, in Greek, is Chriſtos. 


Theſe were the origin of che orthodox believers. Others 


of the Nazarenes, chiefly converts from among the 


Platoniſts, aſſerted, that the Chriſt was not at all the 
Mei ah of the Fews (for they entirely rejected the 
Old Teſtament), but the Platonic Logos, by whoſe | 


inſtrumentality the Platoniſts had before taught 1 


that God had made the world; but when made con- 


verts to chriſtianity, they laid aſide chis notion of 


the Logos, having been the maker of the world, and 


affi med that it was Jehoyah, the, God of the Jews, 


Who 


L 29 


who made it; and that it was owing to his want of 


wiſdom and power, that the origin of evil was to be 
aſcribed (for to account for this was the primary 
object of the Gnoſtic ſ peculations); and that there- 
fore the Omnipotent Father, or Great God of all, 
ſent his Logos, that is the Platonic Logos, into the 
body of the Man Jeſas, at the time of his baptiſm, / 
in order that it might direct Him, in teaching and 
ſhewing unto man, in what manner they were to 
conduct themſelves, in order to procure for their 
| ſouls * future happy ſtate. As the Gnoſtics were 
thus evidently and avowedly teaching a ſecond god, 
ſuperior to the Jehovah, the God of the Jews, whom 
the Orthodox have ever held (be their language what 
15 it may, to be the only true God), they moſt violent- 
N | ly oppoſed theſe Gnoſtics ſentiments, inſiſting that 
there was a Logos in Jeſus; but yet that it was 
thing more than the Logos of the Father Him- 
. ſelf: and therefore, however in words they might 
ſeem to hold two Gods, they have always diſarowed 
. However this may be, i in proceſs of time the Chriſ- 


tans worſhipped Chriſt, thinking Him a God. Of 


this we are aſſured by n though 1 think it pro- 
ö = | | bable, 


vw 


0 1 30 1 
bable, from the defence of Origen, that theſe were only 
ignorant perſons, and not the learned Chriſtians. J. 
Origen Cont. Celf, lib. iii. p. 131; alſo Comment. in 
Johan. vol. ii. p. 9.—Hiſt. Op. vol. lll, p. 263. 
The ancients affirm, and which I ſhall elſewhere 
prove to be the fact, that this hereſy ſprung up in 
the beginning of the reign of Adrian, who began his 
reign in the year 117: ſo I ſhall place, for the ſake 


4 of round numbers, its origin in the year 120; and 
will diſtinguiſh this ſect of the Gnoſtics by the name 
of Valentinians, from Valentine, one of the firſt who 
preached it. 

3 Marcionites, Matters continued in this Rate, between the Or- 

* > thodox and the Gnoſtics, till about the year 145 
when Marcion is ſaid by his followers (Tert. p. 

374, c.) to have made his appearance in Rome, and 
to have taught nearly the ſame notions with the Va. 

lentinians, excepting only that they denied the rea! 
body of Jeſus; affirming, that the Chriſt of the Va- 
lentinians deſcended from heaven, i in the fifteenth year = 
ot Tiberius, with a ſeeming body. Thence they ac- 


quired the name of Docetæ, that is, ſeemers, He be- 


ſides taught that Jehovah, the God of the Jews, was 


a male 


1 * 4 


ters he aſcribed the origin of evil. 

Theſe two ſects, of Valentinian and Matis 
Chriſtians, by their writings and numbers gave the 
Orthodox Chriſtians much trouble; and, if we are 
to believe the fathers themſelves, they were far 
more numerous than the Orthodox: i: when, a- 


bout 130 years after, Manes made his appearance, 


a malevolent Being, and to this quality, and to moe 


who taught, with Marcion, that Chriſt had only " 


ſeeming body, and, of courſe, that his paſſon was 


only a ſeeming one: and he thus accounted for the 


2 origin of wil.—He ſuppoſed that the devil and his 


| angels ſprung up into being from the tumultuous and 


irregular motion of matter, which he taught to be 


far diſtant from the realms of light, where the all- 


good and perfect Deity reſided : that, upon the devil's 


making inroads into his realms, the all- perfect Deity 
fon one of the ſuperior intelligences, who aſſumed 
the appearance % @ man, and was accompanied by 
many others to reſtrain the devils, and fo to arrange 


matters, that, in future, the realms 10 light ſhould 


be no more diſturbed with their inroads. Theſe ſupe- 


"a intelligences were oppoſed, and, in the firſt con- 


of 


flict, defeated ; the devils having even ſeized a part 
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of their leader. This part, mixing with a portion of 


their own evil ſpirit, they infuſed into a human body, 
made by them, after the likenefs of the Nader of the 
angels with whom they had their late conflict; and 
thence the origin of the good and evil | propenfitie which 


we are all conſcious of, 


| Theſe three ſets of Chriſtians were, by the 


Orthodox, named Gnoſtics; ; becauſe, as 1 appre- I 


hend, they wiſhed to develope, or account for, 


: the cauſe of the evil, almoſt univerſally admitted to 
prevail in the world. — The word Gnoſtic, ſignifies 
| Knower, being derived from the Greek word gineſte 


Tto know. So that Gnoſtic is the generic term which 


includes theſe three its chief ſects; for there were ſeve- 


ral others who taught ſomething intermediate between 


the Vatentinians and the Marcionites, and between 


the Marcionites and the Manicheans. All Gnoſtio 


Chriſtians, of Whatever kind, denied the reſurree- 
tion of the body, and were enemies to the propaga- 
tion of the human ſpec ies and, rejecting the Old | 


Teſtament, denied the omnipoteney of the Jehovah 


of the Jews. 5 
* own, that inaſmuch as a careful peruſal of the 
New Teſtament enables me to judge, I cannot 


avoid 


(99-3 
avoid being of the opinion that the Goſpel of John 


and Luke, and Matthew, were expreſsly compoſed 
in the order here mentioned againſt the Gnoſtics; ; 
and to ſhew that this notion is not ſo bold, as to 
ſome it may appear to be, I ſhall here adduce a paſ⸗ 
ſage from F auſtus, in his controverſy with Auguſtine, 
in juſtification of the Manichees, for ſelecting ſome 
parts of the New Teſtament, which they admitted, 
and rejecting the remainder— 60 And how much. 
, more allowable is it, ſays he, for us to take . this | 
te method, ſince it is certain chat the New Teſta- 
« ment was not written by Chriſt himfelf, nor by 
ce his apoſtles, but a long DF ©. 4 after their time, by 
cc ſome unknown perſons ; ; who, leſt they ſhould not 
« be credited, when they wrote of affairs they were 
© little acquainted with, affixed to their works the 
« names of apoſtles, or of ſuch as were ſuppoſed to 
6 have been their companions, and faying that they 
« were written by them(17).” In my Harmony, I 
(17) Præſertim q uod TY ab ipſo fexſprans conſtat, nec ab ejus apoſtolis 
| fed longo poſt tempore a quibuſdam incerti nominis viris, qui ne fibi 
non haberetur fides, ſcribentibus quæ neſcirent, partim apoſtolorum, ; 
partim eorum qui apoſtolos ſecuti viderentur, ſcriptorum ſuorum fron- 


Abos indiderunt, aſſeverantes ſecundum eos fe ſcripſiſſe que ſeripſerunt. 
Fauſt, lib xxxil, cap, 2,—Lacd, e iii. p. 515, n. dz form edit. vol. vi. 
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ſhall attempt to point out thoſe paſſages which have 


induced me alſo to be of this notion. I ſhall only here 


obſerve, that, if what Fauſtus aſſerts be true, and 


which Auguſtine does not controvert, the per- 
| ſons, who compoſed theſe Goſpels, were ſomewhat 


_ unlucky in affixing the names; for excepting John 


the Baptiſt, and John the E vangeliſt, (the former 


whoſe exiſtence I deny, as well as the latter's, the 


reaſons for which ſhall appear in the Diſſertation to 


my Harmony) 15 they are the only Jews, whom I have 


met with, who were thus called ; Matthew is a name 


equally unknown among the Jews——as for Mark and 


Luke, they are evidently Roman and Greek names, ; 


totally unknown among the Jews—and when it is 


8 conſidered that the apoſtles were of the loweſt claſs 


of people, amongſt which the common names are moſt 


uſual, .it muſt appear ſtrange indeed, that the four 


evangeliſts ſhould be diſtinguiſhed by names ſearcely 


known among their countrymen, With the fame 


view to confute the Valentinians, 1 preſume that 


the chirteen E piſiles of St. Paul were compoſed : 


that to the Hebrews IL do not deem to be his, the 
reaſons for which will appear in the following ſheets. 
The 


ty 


The firſt epiſtle of John is evidently, and I believe is 


univerſally admitted, to have been, written againſt the 


Docetz; and conſequently, muſt have been compoſed 


after the riſe of this Sec, or forty-five years after the 
death of John. | 


I doubt not however that thace are many of the or- 
chodox, Who will Join with Biſhop Horſely in affir- 


ming that the Apoſtles wrote Proteptically ; ; but ſuch an 


aſſertion being only an aſſumption ſhould not be regard- 


ed, till thoſe writings, namely the books which 


compoſe | the New Teſtament, and which certainly 


refer to tenets unknown till the 2d century of "4 


the Chriſtian Era, are clearly ſhewn to have been 


in exiſtence in the firſt. 1 know that Proteſtants 


underſtand 2. Theſſ. c. 2. v. 3. 4. as alluding to the 
future pretenſions of the Roman Church. But 


Who will dare affirm, that the Biſhop of . 


ever pretended to exalt himſelf above God. This 


3 paſſage appears to me to allude to Marcion, who held 


chat Jehovah, the object of worſhip both of Jews 


and Chriſtians, was a finite Being 3 ; and that thre | 


3 NFP 
| was another God infinitely his ſuperior as Marcion 
taught. What farther ſtrengthens this hypotheſis is, 
that there is not a ſingle tenet of Marcion, or of the 
Valentinian Gnoſtics, which is not clearly alluded to in 
St. Paul's Epiſtles: which to me is an evident proof 
that they were compoſed expreſsly againſt thoſe tenets. 
His Lordſhip obſerves, Tracts p. 122, 123 that one 
of the Epiſtles of Ignatius was ſuppoſed by the great 


Bochart not to have been his, in conſequence of the 


term Leopardus being found in it, as being, I preſume, 


a term of a later age. This notion, he ſays, Pearſon 
= : hath | proved to be erroneous. For my part I ſhall | 
. give myſelf no trouble about this queſtion, for till it 
is proved that the Apoſtles wrote proleprically, 1 ſhall 


i | conclude that every writing in which I find proleptic 
1 alluſions is a ſpurious production of a later age. I 
i 5 wiſh alſo to know the difference between prolepti- 

li cally and prophetically, for if equivalent, and 1 
| acknowledge I ſee no eflential difference between 


| them, it will follow, : that the primitive fathers 


were 


0 
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were prophets ! ! As I find that the chronology of a word 


forms an objection to the antiquity of a writing, I 
beg leave to know how it has happened, that the 
word hereſy is found in the Acts of the Apoſtles, 
and in the Epiſtles of Paul, in a bad ſenſe, half 
a century before | there were any ſuch people as 
| heretics, The paſſages I allude to, are as follows: : 
Acts xxiv. $=143 0 We have: found this man A 
T peſtilent fellow, and a ringleader of the fen [hereſy] 
„ of the Nazarens. But this 1 confeſs unto you, 
ce that after the way which they call [hereſyÞ, ſo wor- 
s ſhip I the God of 'my fathers, believing all things 
ce which are written in the law, and the prophets.” 
| xxvili. 22. © As concerning this /e& (hereſy ), we 
as know that it is every where ſpoken againſt,” — 
Cor. xi. 19. « For there muſt be hereſie es among you, 
5. that they which are approved may be made mani- 


fect among you. "—Gal. v. 20. « Idolatry, witch 


N 


de erat; hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, ſtrife, | 


c 


K 


ſeditions, heref es, ”—Titus, | lil, 10.“ A man that 


— 


cc is a heretic, after the firſt and ſecond admonition, 


La) 


< reject.” I ſay, was it owing to this proleptic qua- 


lity, that we find that the terms hereſy and heretic, 
or rather ſect and ſectaries, taken in a bad ſenſe in 


theſe 
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188 ] 
theſe paſſages? poſſibly it will be ſaid, that among 
the Fews, that there were Gnoſtic heretics in the 


apoſtolic age. This being aſſerted by critics of great 


name, as Moſheim, Mr. Gibbon *, Bp. Horfley, 


Dr. Prieſtley, and, I preſume, every /y/ematic writer 
upon the ancient heretics; for, in Lardner, I do not 
recollect the having met with this abſurd notion, 


who only fairly lays before the reader the ſentiments 


of the antients, and moſt celebrated moderns, reſpe&- 


ing the antient heretics, without pretending to dog- 


matize upon the ſubject: to this uniform aſſertion, I 


ſhall anſwer by the explicit Heimo of two celebrated 


antients. Firmilian, writing to Cyprian c on the ſub- 


jet of re-baptizing heretics, in anſwer to one Ste- 8 

phanus, who urged a direction of the apoſtles to that | 
purpoſe, replies, © And, indeed, inaſmuch as apper- 
ce tains to that which Stephanus hath ſaid, as if the 
85 apoſtles prohibited them to be baptized, who came 


(8. from hereſy, and handed it down to poſterity, that 


4 


- a - 


this (cuſtom) was to be kept; you have moſt fully 
« anſwered, that there can be no one Jo Fool 55 who 
ec can believe that the apoſtles delivered down this 


cc. tradition, ſince even it is evident that theſe execra- 


8 They were almoſt, without exceptiou, of the race of the Gentiles, 
vol. i. p. 550. 


ce ble 
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« ble and deteſtable herefies ſprung out afterwards. N 


* 


c 


When alſo Marcion, the diſciple of Cerdon, may 


* 


66 be ſonnd late after the apoſtles, and in times much 


E 


66 diſtant from them, to have introduced a profane 


& tradition againſt God. Apelles alſo, conſenting to 


* 


his blaſphemy, added many other new and heavier 
”. articles, inimical to the faith, and to the truth: 
« but the age of Valentinus and Nds i is alſo mani- 
64“ feſt that they alſo, a long time after the apoſtles, 
< rebelled. againſt the church of God with their 


( wicked lies. It is alſo evident, that the other 


40 heretics introduced their wicked hereſies and per- 
4 verſe innovations after wards, as each was led by 
„ error; all whom it is manifeſt are condemned by 
cc themſelves, and have pronounced the inexcuſable 


6 « ſentence againſt themſelves before the day of judg- 


«© ment: the baptiſm of whom he who confirms, 


8 what elſe does he do then adjudge himſelf with 


cc them, and condemn himſelf, by making himſelf 4 


« partaker with ſuch 78. 5 Again; he ſays, bh More- : 


© over 


18 Et quidem quantum ad id pertineat quod Stephanus dixit, quaſi 
apoſtoli eos qui ab hæreſi veniant baptizari prohibuerint, & hoc cuſto- 


diendum poſteris tradiderint ; pleniſſime vos reſpondiſtis, neminem tam 
ſtultum eſſe qui hoc credat e wenne quando etiam ipſas 


hereſes | 
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& over, with the heretics and us, there is neither one : 
& God, nor one Lord, nor one church, nor one faith, 
& nor one ſpirit, or one body: it is manifeſt that be- 4 
ce tween us and them there cannot be a common bap- 8 
e tiſm, between whom there is nothing at all com- . 
| « mon's,” Cypriani Opera, vol. ii. p. 219-=-229— : 
| Hiſt. Op. vol. i. p. 294. This letter of Firmilian i is : 
| | only in a Latin tranſlation, ſuppoſed to have been : 
| | | made by Cyprian himſelf; and its authority, I appre- ; 
1 4 hend, has never been diſputed. In following paſſage E 
| | 5 bereſts alike excerabiles ac deteſtandas poſtea extitiſſe. cum & Mar- £ : 
1 cion Cerdonis diſcipulus inveniatur, ſero poſt apoſtolos, & poſt longa 2 
ſ ab els tempora, ſacrilegam adverſus Deum traditionem induxiſſe. A- 7 
| pelles quoque blaſphemiz ejus conſentiens multa alia nova & graviora 5 
4 | fidei ac veritati inimica addiderit. Sed & Valentini, & Baſilidis tempus ; 
N | manifeſtum eſt quod & ipſi poſt apoſtolos & poſt longam ætatam, ad- : 
| ö verſus eccleſiam dei ſceleratis mendaciis ſuis rebellaverint. Ceteros quo- 
| i que hareticos conſtat pravas ſuas ſectas & inventiones perverſas prout 
Ty quiſque errore ductus eſt, poſtea induxiſſe; ; quos omnes manifeſtum 
| | eſt a ſemetipſis damnatos eſſe, & ante diem judicii inexcuſabilem ſen= 
fi = - tentiam adverſus ſemetipſos dixiſſe: quorum baptiſma qui confirmat, 
if i quid aliud quam cum ipſis ſe adjudicat, & ſe ipſe participem talibus 
1 
1 faciendo condemnat ? Cypriani Opera, vol. ji. p. 219. — Hit. * 
1 vol. i. P. 2944 
ſ | a 19 Porro cum nobis & hereticis nec Deus 1 unus fit, nec . 
1 b unus, nec una eccleſia, nec fides una, ſed nec unus ſpiritus. aut corpus 
[ | unum ; mantfeſtum eſt nec baptiſma nobis & hereticis commune eſſe 
4 } poſſe, quibus nihil omnino commune. cypriani Opera, vol. 11. P. 229. 
i} Hill, Op. ib. | 


Cyprian 


L 4 4 
Cyprian confirms the foregoing doctrine, where he 
ſays, ec That no one ought to ſlander the apoſtles, as 
« if they approved of the baptiſms [adminiſtered] by 
cc heretics ; or that they would communicate with 
« them without the baptiſm of the church, when the 
* apoſtles wrote ſuch things” [that they ſhould be 
| Wanne, &c. V. Rom. xvi. 17.—Tit. lil. 11.— 
2. Pet. ! ili. 17. « of heretics : and this when the 
& more peſtilential hereſies had not as yet broke 
4“ forth“: alluding to the Valentinian Gnoſtics. 


| Theſe paſſages ſhew what theſe writers thought of 
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Gxoſties i in the apoſtolic age. 1 apprehend that the 
a language of F irmilian juſtifies the term abſurd, which 


TFT 


. 
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D v x * 
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* 4 3 


: I make uſe of: but, independently of what he ſays, Jaf- 
firm, chat a Jewiſh Gnoſtic 1 is in itſelf an abſurdity, or 
a ſelf. contradictory propoſition. For the object of the 
| Gnoſtic ſpeculation being to account for the origin of 
evil, the Gnoſtic aſcribed it to the impotence, or 
maleyolence of the Jehovah : and is it poſlible that 
fuch a notion could be entertained by a Few ? Did not 
the Deity himſelf declare unto Moſes, Ex. xix. 9, 
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20 Ut nemo infamare apoſtolos Actions auch illi hareticoram baptiC- 
mata probaveriut ; aut eis ſine eccleſiæ baptiſmo communicaverint, 
quando talia de hæreticis apoſtoli ſcripſerunt : & hoc cum nondum here» 

ticæ peſtes acriores prorupiſſent, & c. cypriaui Epilt. P. 211. 
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„ And the Lord faid un o Moſes, Lo, I come unte 
cc thee in a thick cloud, that the people may hear 
« when I ſpeak with thee, AND BELIEVE THEE 
« FOR EVER.” No would they not have forgot- 
ten Moſes had they believed the Jewiſh Jehovah was 
a finite Being, whereas HE affured them He Was 


the INFINITE and ONLY GOD, I flatter myſelf N 
that the learned reader will excuſe the length, I fear 


tediouſneſs, with which I have created of theſe ancient 


and fr fe heretics : but, beſides, that F mean to avoid 
mentioning controverſy i in the Diſſertation prefixed 
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to my Harmony, as much as I well can, he muſt be 
ſenſible of the indiſpenſable neceſſity of laying down 
clear, accurate, and true notions of the principal here- 
ſies which ſprung up fox the firſt three centuries, to 


enable common readers even at all to underſtand, much 


| more to judge of, and to give them a reliſh or taſte for 
if | pt writings which treat of them. 
ik | Sabellians. The next hereſy which I ſhall examine, 1s the Sa- 
1 8 bellian, thus. called from Sabellius, who fouriſhed 
[| about the middle of the third century. It is highly 
1 | probable, that Praxeas, towards the end of the ſecond 


| = century, and Noetus, in the beginning of the third, 
| advanced notions winch ſtrongly approximated to the 
Sabellian; 35 
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| Sabellian; but the herefy has taken its name from 


this latter biſhop, who may have developed it in 
a clearer, and more plauſible manner. Sabellius 


taught, that it was not the Logos which was embo- 


died in Jeſus, but Ged Himſelf; or rather a por- 
| Zion of the Deity, without being however ſe eparated 
: from Him. To make this notion more obvious to the 
reader not converſant in theſe ſubjeQts, let him ſup- 
poſe the Deity to be a globe of flame, and that x part 
of this flame protends, or ſtretches itſelf out, without | 
I ſeparating from the globe. This portion, they taught, 
occupied the body of the Man Jefus, and enabled 
him to ſpeak in the manner he did, and to perform 
the works which He performed: this portion, they 
alſo taught, forſook Him before his paſſion, and was 
reſorbed into the Globe, or Deity. They alſo taught 
that the Holy Spirit was, in like manner, a proten- 
fon, or protenſions of a ſimilar nature, as was that 
Which occupied Jeſus; but that this occupied the 
minds of the apoſtles of efus, and thoſe others to 
whom the Deity Himſelf choſe to impart it. This 
dypctrine, as deftreying the pes ſſenality of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghoſt, was moſt violently attacked 
by the Orthodox. The buſtle which it gave riſe 
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to, is at preſent inconceivable; which terminat- 
ed by the calling a council of biſhops, who pro- 
nounced the dofcine to be heretical, and depoſed the 
biſhop. 1 4-096 
The Orthodox, in their controverſy with the Sa- 
bellians, muſt have been reduced to great difficulties. 
For, before Sabellius had taught the conſub}antiality, 
or that the Father and the Son were of the ſame , 
ſubſtance, the Orthodox had alſo themſelves taught the 
conſubſtantiality, and that the Father and the Son, tho 
not ſeparate, were two perſons. Hence the Sabel- 
lians thus argued—that if the Father and the Son 
were of the ſame ſubſtance, and were not ſeparated, 1255 
2 it muſt follow, that with regard to ſubſtance, that 


the Son's muſt be of the ſome nature as the Father 83 
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and, if not ſeparated, their mode or manner of union, 
1 c—.ould only be accounted for in the ſame, or ſome 
| 1 other like manner, as that which they ſuppoſed ; and 
=: -— all were agreed that the ſubftance of the Father 
| -.: could not ſuffer, it followed of courſe, that that por- 


tion of the Deity communicated to Jeſus, according 


- 
r 


[ 7 to them, at the time of his baptiſm, muſt have de- 
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parted from Him before his paſſion ; for otherwiſe it 


| j would have ſuffered, which was abſurd, the Father 
19 | | | 


— . — 08 
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| being impaſ ble On the other hah; the Orthodox 


maintained, that as the ſcriptures had * declared, 
that Chriſt, or the Son had ſuffered, and that, as it was 


the Loges i in Jeſus, which conſtituted Him the Son, it 
followed of courſe, that the Logos did poſitively fu Her; | 
mo and therefore, if what che Sabellians aſſerted was 


true, that it was a portion of the Father” s ſubſNanee, Oc - 


cupying the Man Jeſus, which conſtituted Him _ 
Son, it followed of courſe that the Father fu fred; . 
which, being abſtird;. could not be the truth, The 

> Orthodox, moreover, to evade the unanſwerable argu= | 
ments of the Sabellians, in proof of the truth of 5 


their ſentiments from the conſubftantiality, or famenſs 


of the ſubſtance of the Father and Son, and of their 


not being je /e parated, | heretofore held by themſelves, 
denied the conſubſtantiality; affirming, that the Son 
Was inferior to the Father, and therefore was  paſſh ble. 


As this ſentiment is ſo directly contrary to modern 


orthodoxy, I think it neceſſary to prove it by the fol- 


lowing explicit evidence from Origen and Novatus. In 


his Commentaries upon the Scriptures, Origen ſays, 


&« We ſay that the Saviour and Holy Spirit are 


. ſo much ſurpaſſed, and even more by the F ather, . 
66 than he [the Saviour] and the Holy Spirit ſurpaſs 


(0 all 


1 46 J 


ec all other things: nevertheleſs, though furpaſſing fo 


40 many and ſuch great things in ſubſtance, in pri- 


“c ority, in power, in deity (for he is the living 
Logos), and in wiſdom, he is in wething to be com- 

| Sared to the Father w. Origen ſays, in his tract De 

I Oratione, «lt we underſtand what prayer is, we muft 


cc never pray to any created being, not to Chrj Jo 
« himſelf; but to the one God and Father of the 
| « whole, to whom even our Saviour himſelf prayed, 
4 as we have already mewn *. This paſſage proves 
that, in the time of Origen, the Saviour was NOT 
5 prayed toby any Orthodox Chriſtians: the word WE, 
neceſſarily including all ſuch. Novatus ſays, « jt was 
6 ſo evidently delivered in the Scriptures [I prefume 
«© the New Teftament] that He [Jeſus] was * | 
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tc that inany of the heretics moved (or aſtoniſhed) 


| | | | Fl 
« with the greatneſs and the truth of his Deity, 
6c unmeaſurably extending his honours, have dared to 


« advance, or to think, that he was not the Son, 


4 but God the Father Himſelf“ oF: Things con- 


tinued for ſome time in this ſtate beween the Ortho- 


: dox and Sabellians ; 7 when 


Arius, reflecting upon the controverſy, advanced an 


opinion which created even more noiſe i in the world 


than that of Sabellius— was very widely ſpread—was, 


and is Kill, embraced by many learned men, and 
amongſt its followers can reckon a pope and empe- 
rors. Arius thus argued—If, as the Orthodox af- 
firm, the Son is not conſubſtantial, or of the ſame fal- 
flance \ with the Father, he muſt be of a different ſub- 


ſtance, and if of a diff erent fubftance, he muſt have 


been created in time (chat is, he was not eternal, for, 


except the Father, Chriſtians denied the eternity of 


all other ſubſtances); and if created in time, and as 


23 Uſque adeo manifeſtum eſt in Scripturis eſſe Deum tradi, ut pleri- 


due hereticorum, divinitatis ipſius magnitudine & veritate commoti, 


ultra modum extendentes honores ejus, auſiſſint non filium fed ipſum 


Deum Patrem Ppromere vel Putare. Cap. xviii. i. A.—Hiſt. Op. vol. ii. 
P. 166. 


he 


ſtances. As this reaſoning was concluſive againſt the 


be was not of the * ſubſtance as the Father, He 


muſt have been created out of nothing; for the Scrip- 


tures expreſsly afirm, that the Son is the firſt born ; 


of all creatures, which is only another name for ſub- 


Orthodox, i in conſequence of their denying, in theie 


controverſy 1 with the Sabellians, the conſubſtantiality, \ 
ſameneſs of nature, of the Father and Son—to ſupport 
themſelves againſt the Arians, and to repel thoſe con- 
cluſive arguments they were neceſſitated to re- arm 


the conſubſtantiality of the F ather and Son ; which Was, 


in fact, acknowledging themſelyes  patripaſſians, or that 3 


| the ſubſtance of the Father ſuffered, which they had 
before affrmed to be an abſurdity. The Orthodox 
were perfectly ſenſible of the difficulties to which 
they were reduced between the Arians and Sabellians, 
and which the following paſſage from Hilary ſufficiently 
evinces—« But I am always | in danger—L am always 


« in fear either of falling into Areights, or. into | 


« caverns, or of being entangled i in ſnares : for when 5 


L preach according to the law, and to the prophets, 


« and to the apoſtles, that there is but ONE God, 


« Sabelllus is upon me, devouring me entirely upon 


44 the 


% 
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10 the acknowledgment of THIS WORD, as an 
« defired meat” [as if then preaching agreeably to 


his own ſentiments]. ©& Again, when I deny, 


te againſt Sabellius, that there is ene God, and ac- 
8 knowledge that the Son of God is the true God, 


40 the new w hereſy [Arianiſm] awaits me, and affirms 


1 that two Gods are preached by me 24. ” Arius's | 


fiereſy then was, the affirming that the Son Was 


created out of NOTHING, and in TIME, i. e. that 


He was not ETERNAL. The Arians were taxed 


with polytheiſm by the Orthodox, as worſhipping a 


SECOND GOD, differing from the Father, as not 
being of the SAME. ſubſtance; and alſo with idolatry, 


AS worſhippers of a creature. 
Shortly after the riſe of Sabellianiſm, about the 


middle of the third | century, there {prung * ano- 


24 Mihi veto, aut in anguſtias Ae dere, aut in defoſſa incidere, aut 
plagis illa queari ſemper in Periculo ſemper in metu eſt. Predicaturo 


enim ſecundem Legem, & prophetas & apoſtolos unum deum, adeſt 


mihi Sabellius, totum me ſub hujus verbi profeſſione, tanquam deſide- 
ratum cibum, morſu ſæviſſimo tranſvorans. Negantem me rurſum, 


contra Sabellium, unum Deum, & conftentem verum deum, dei filium, 


expectat nova hæreſis, & a me duos deos ac prædicari. De Trinitate, 
Nb. vii. p. 13 1.—Hlif. Op. vol. iii. P- nn acc Op. vol. iv. 
p. 923. | 


H e 


Humaniſts. 


5 1 


ther hereſy, which I ſhall diſtinguiſh by the name 


of Humaniſm ; a term, I believe, firſt introduced 
into our language by the ingenious and learned 
Mr. Eowes, as being expreſſive of the ſentiment. 
* he fir/? propoſer of this ſentiment was Paul, Bp. of 
Samoſate, who was followed by Photinus, Bp. of Sir- 
mium, two men of rare abilities. Their ſentiment 


Was, that Jeſus was a mere man, without any par- 


ticipation at all of Deity. They alſo held that Jeſus 


was the Chriſt, In this, and acknowledging the 
Scriptures of the New Teſtament, they differed from 
the Ebionites, or rather the Double Edionites. Paul 
and Photinus were adjudged heretics, and depoſed, 
for inſiſting that their ſentiment was proveable from 
the Scriptures of the New Teſtament; Abend 
the Ebionites, who did not b thts writ- 
ings, nor gave themſelves any trouble about them, : 
were never called HERETICS till after the council 
= of Nice, A. D. 325.— The reader will perceive, that the | 
1 te/t of hereſy ſy I make to be the i interpreting the New Teſ- ; 


tament differently from the Orthodox ; and that this 


ſentiment is well founded, the following paſſages from 


_. nn or Hilary, and Jerome, aftord explicit evi- 


dence 


1 
dence— Bp. Horſley's Sine qua non, or only proof of 
the truth of every ſentiment attributed to the antients. 


—Ambroſiaſter, or rather Hilary, Deacon of Poic- 


tiers, ſays, 15 They are heretics who, by the words 


b of the law, fight againſt the law; for they ſu- 


ce peradd their own peculiar meaning to the words of 


« the law, that they may recomme d the depravity 


c of their own minds by the authority of the law 25.9 


: Jerome fays, that « all heretics do this, ſetting forth 


« their impieties under the name of Chriſt, by ſup- 


« porting their own errors and lies with the teſti- 


% mony of the ſcriptures**. * Th Juſtneſs of the 


ſentiment is alſo proved by fact: for were not the 


Sabellians— was not Paul of Samoſate—was not A- 


rius—was not Photinus—excommunicated, though 


they, and each of them, alledged the ſcriptures in 


their ſeveral defences; and therefore, to prove that 


25 Hæretici hi ſunt, qui per verba legis legem impugnant : proprium 


| enim ſenſum verbis adſtruunt Legis, ut pravitatem mentis fuæ, legis 


auctoritate commendent. Ad. Tit. cap. iii. v. 10, 11. Lard. vol. ix. 


P. 254, n. {.---Hiſt, Her. 46. 


26 Hoc faciunt omnes hæretici, Chriſtiano nomine n & 


erroribus ſuis atque mendaciis obtendentes teſtimonia {cripturarum. . 


Hieron. in Sw, cap. ii. p. 1384.---Lard. vol. ix. p. 253; . 


Ker. vol. p. 45·˙ 
H 2 | their 
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their opinions were erroneous, general councils were 
aſſembled to determine reſpecting the true ſenſe of 
ſcripture. This was totally unneceſſary with re- 
card to the Gnoſtics, who avowedly denied, or 


partially received, the ſcriptures. With regard to 


d the Ebionites, it was equally unneceſſary; ; for they 
entirely diſregarded our Canon of Scripture, and 


therefore could impoſe no erroneous ſenſe to it. 


There is another teſt of hereſy mentioned by Atha- 


naſius; who ſays, « The heretics make to themſelves 
c another Maker of the univerſe, beſides the Father 
40 of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt *7, ” Now the heretics 


who held another Maker were the Arians, and Gnoſ- 


ſtics, and: not the Ebionites, who, in this reſpeck, 


thought as Athanaſius himſelf. It therefore follows, 
from what Ambroſiaſter, or rather Hilary, and Jerome, 
and Athanaſius fay, that, the Ebionites could not by 
the Orthodox, as a body, be deemed, however odious 
their peculiar opinions might be to individuals, he- 


retics. Moreover, as all heretics were expelled the 


27 Oi Js a70 r aft! αννονον Hoss av N Naila. Intl po 


TW) TaYTWY THAPH To TATE TW KUPIY M Inos Xpirs. De In- 


earnatione.---Opera, vol. i. p. z5.---Second Letter to Horſley, p. 82. 
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( #7 


church, their mixing in the congregations of the 


faithful alſo ſhews that they were not eſteemed 
heretics. That all heretics were expelled the church, 
appears from Jerome; who ſays, 6c For every heretic 
« is born in the church, but is expelled from the 
« church; and quarrels and fights with the church (28). * 
Now that the Ebionites frequented, or attended the 
meetings of the faithful (the Catholics), appears evi- 
dent from the following paſſages from Tertullian and 
Origen. Tertullian ſays, that foraſmuch as unguarded 
% [people], that I may not call them imprudent, and 
« perſons in no official capacity, which is always the 
ce greateſt part of believers, becauſe that the rule itſelf of 
the faith [or becauſe that the rule itſelf] transfers our 
« belief from the many gods of the world, to the only 
ce one and true God; not underſtanding” that the only one 
„ God is to be believed indeed, but with his @conomy, 
are greatly afraid at the economy. They con- 


6 


„ 


ceive that the number and diviſion of the Trinity, 


pg 


© [to be] a diviſion of the Unity; ſeeing that Unity, 
28 Omnis emin hereticus naſcitur Eccleſia, ſed de ecclefia projicitue : | 
& contendit, & pugnat contra eccleſiam,” In Jerem, caps xxli. p. 63 1. 


ard. vols ix. p. 227. n. m.—Hift. Her. p. 6. 


producing 


( 54 ) | 
& producing Trinity from itſelf, may not be deſtroy- 
ec ed, but is ſerved by it. Therefore they already 
ce give out, that two and three [Gods] are confeſſed by 


us; but they affirm themſelves [to be] worſhippers 


/ 


(60 


« of the one God. As if Unity irrationally con- 
& ceived, may not make a hereſy ; ; and] Trinity 


_ rationally comprehended, may not conſtitute truth. 


They fay, We hold the monarchy. Thus: alſo the 


« Latins, even the ruſtics, expreſs aloud the ſound. 


that you may think that they underſtand the Mo- 
& narchy as well! as they pronounce it. But the 
ee Latins ſtady to reſound the monarchy; even the 
6e Greeks are unwilling. to underſtand the cono- 


8 my (29).” Monarkia and ceconomia . both Greek 


| (29) Simplices 1 ne dixerim imprudentes, & idiotæ, quæ 
major ſemper credentium pars eſt, queniam | & ipſa reg. la fidei a pluri- 
| bus diis ſeculi, ad unicum & deum verum transfert ; 3 non intelligentes 
: unicum | ſed cum fon economia eſſe credendum expaveſcunt ad 
: cconomiam, Numerum & diſpoſitionem trinitatis, diviſionem præ ſu- 


munt unitatis; quando Unitas ex ſemet ipſa derivans trinitatem, non 


deſtruatur ab illa, ſed adminiſtratur. Itaque duos & tres Jam jactitant 
a nobis prædicari, ſe vero unius dei cultores prefumunt — ua non 
& unitas inrationaliter collecta, bæreſim faciat, trinitas rationaliter ex- 

preſſa, veritatem conſtitnat,” Monarchiam, inquiunt, tenemus. Et ita 
ſonum vocaliter expremunt etiam Latini, etiam opici, ut putes illos 


tam bene intelligere monarchiam, quem enunciant. Sed monarehiam 


ſonare ſtudent Latini, conomiam intelligere nolunt etiam Graci, ad. 
Praxeam, Hiſt, Op. vol. 111. Py 266. 


terms; 


1 
terms, the meaning therefore is, that the Latins 
were ſo intent upon this buſineſs of the Unity, that 
they learned the Greek term expreſſive of it, which 
they were accuſtomed to ſhout out ; wbilſt that the 
Greeks were unwilling even to underſtand their own 
language (ceconomia), which was employed in ex- 
plaining the myſtery. 1 think this paſſage (the ori- 
ginal 5 mean) paints the ſentiments, and ſhews the 
exceſſive unpopularity of the myſtery in very lively 
85 colours. Origen ſays, 00 And we ought to know 
E this, that as the law affords the ſhadow of good 
cc things to come, which appears inn the law is 
« expreſſed agreeably to the truth : thus alſo the 
cc goſpel teaches the ſhadow of the myſteries of 
« Chriſt, as it is underſtood by the generality ; but 
« that which John calls the everlaſting goſpel, which 
6e may properly be called the Spiritual, very clearly 
"0 teaches the intelligent all things reſpecting the Son 


ce of God. | Wherefore it is neceſſary to chriſtianize 


3 


[or preach Chriſt] ſpiritually and corporeally ; ; and | 


00 when we ſhould preach the corporeal goſpel, this - 


C 


mult be done, ſaying to the carnal, that we know 


__ but ** Chriſt, and Him crucified : but 


* 


« 


90 when 


LT. 
e when we find petſons ſtrengthened in the Spirit, 
and bringing forth fruit in it, being | in love with 
ot heavenly wiſdom, we muſt impart anto them of 
<« the Logos, returning from his bodily ſtate, info 
4 that in which he was in the beginning with God 30, * 


This paſſage ſhews that there was nothing in the 


| communion ſervice repugnant to the feelings of the 


generality, who only acknowledged the corporeal goſ- 
pel, or Jeſus Chriſt, and Him crucified. And that 
things continued in this ſtate for a century after Ori- 
gen, is evident from the diſputes of Baſil, ſirnamed the 
| Great, with his flock ; who forced him from his 


church, and compelled him to quit his dioceſe, for 


30 Kay Teo J Iman erm, du grep egi votog c wf 
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&pX" po; Foy eO. Comment. in Johan, vol. B. p. 9 —Hiſt. Op. 
vol. iii. f. 263. | e 
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infiting to introduce his novelties into the ſer- ; 
Vice of the church. Moſheim obſerves, and whoſe | 9 
authority with many will weigh much, and, this. 
deſervedly, with regard to the /imple Hatement of fatts, | | 
that 00 however ready many have been to embrace | l | 
ce this erroneous doctrine, it does not appear that this | 
| ce ſect formed to themſelyes a ſeparate place- of wor- 
= cc © ſhip, or removed themſelves from the ordinary afſem- 
| cc blies of Chri tans,” i this be fact, and the above 
paſſages from Tertullian and Origen prove chat it is, 
theſe corporeal believers were not deemed heretics. | 
It having been already proved, that all the corporeal 
5 believers were Ebionites, or Double Ebionites, except 
the followers of Paul of Samoſate, and Photinus; it fol- 
lows, that neither the Ebionites nor Double Ebionites | ; 
were Jeemed heretics3 3. for i in that caſe they would haye Ls | a 
been expelled (V. n. 28.); which ſhews that chere lj 


was an eſſential difference, though hitherto. unobſerved 
I apprehend, between them, and the followers of Payl 8 | 
and Photinus, who were expelled. A very obvious i i 


queſtion offers itſelf here; which is, How came it to 


paſs, that if the Ebionites, or Double Ebionites, com- 


poſed the greater part of the body of Chriſtians, that 5 1 
they ſhould have ſuffered to be introduced into the 1 4 
1 | chur ch j | 


t * 1 


church ſervice, ſuch forms of prayer as ought necef- 


 farily to have excluded themſelves from reſorting to 
the ufual places of worſhip, if truly religiouſly con- 
ſcientious men? and alfo, how happened it, that in 
a very ſhort time after Baſil, that they became ſo few 
from being the generality, or | majority, as to be but little 
noticed ? To the firſt I anſwer, that after the acceſ- 
ſion of Theodoſius the Great, in the latter end of 
the fourth century, all Chriſtians that were not of 
the Orthodox faith ſuffered a moſt violent perſecu- | 
tion from the reigning powers in church and ſtate. 
Unjuft laws were made againſt them ſimilar to thofe 
againſt the Catholics i in theſe kingdoms in the reign 
of Elizabeth, &c. and againſt the Hugonots i in France, 
in the reign of Lewis XIV.—their places of worſhip 
were ſhut up; ſo that if they did not join in worſhip 
5 with the Orthodox, they muſthave done without any 


| worſhip at all: a ſtuation by no means fupportable, _ 


it would ſeem, to mortals anywiſe enlightened, This : 
alone muſt, ina little time, have reduced the num- 
ders of the Ebionites very much. To the ſecond 1 
anſwer, that it appears from hiſtory, that the followers 
of Jeſur, of whatever denomination, were but a very 

fall 


[ls 1 
ſmall part of the people, com aces to the whole. Mr, 


Gibbon ſuppoſes, and I believe he is not ſingular, that 
before the converſion of Conſtantine, they did not 
5 compoſe more than a twentieth part of the whole of 
the Roman ſubjects Then there remaining nineteen 
parts of the whole Roman people Heathens, when 


their temples were ſhut up, or rather pulled down, 


in the reign of the great and pious Theodoſius, they 
muſt have done without exterior worſhip, if they did 
not join the Orthodox (for other Chriſtian ſects were 


| equally perſecuted by him as the Heathens), and which 


we may ſuppoſe that they did, as they could have | 
but few qualms of conſcience ; and in a couple of : 
generations they became good Orthodox Chriftians; ; not 
only perſecuting the religion of their forefathers, but 
even thoſe who differed an ita from chemſelves— pre · 7 


ciſely as has happened in this good orthodox king- 


dom of Britain. When theſe cauſes are conſidered, 
it will no longer appear ſurpriſing that the Ebionites : 
nearly vaniſhed ; for at no time did they bear any 
. proportion that ſignifies to the great body of the 


people, now become Orthodox Chriſtians : however, 
that they exiſted in Gaul, in the time of Caſſian, in 
by - the 


e 
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the beginning of thb fifth century; We have his explicit 
vuidente; It is ſuppoſed by the learned, and which 1 
think very probable, that the few of their deſcendants | 

who retained ſomething of their ptiſtite belief} when 
become an object of jealouſy to the Papalipower, by 

not implicitly receiving its dogmas, and of courſe 

were thought worthy of extifpation, n. under 
5 the 1 names of Pataræ, Albigenſes, &c. 
Hitherto 1 have ſaid nothing direAly as to the 
antiquity of the Ebionites; but it may be eaſily 
concluded, from the quotations. ORE Ori gen, that 
the ſect had exiſted ſome conſiderable time before 
| he wrote: in fact, the antients always expreſs them- 
ſelves as if it had exiſted in the apoſtolic age. 1 
ſhall take no advantage here of what the author of : 
The Little Labyrinth ſays, by ſome aſcribed to 
8 Caius, who iS generally admitted to have flouriſhed 
in the beginning of the third century. The author 8 
e of this work, Tprefume, and I think I can prove, 
wrote about the middle of the third century; but 
bis having, as I apprehend, put out his works j in the 
name of another, and ſo impoſing upon mankind, 5 


totally di qualifies him from being an evidence that 


L 6 7 

kan be relied on. However, as others may think 
differently, I ſhall cite him, as tranſlated by Lardner, 
vol: ii. p. 381; former edit. p. 39. He ſays, «© The 
ge deſign of the firſt paſſage of this work is to ſhew 
te the novelty of chat hereſy—that our Saviour was 
ct born a mere man —whereas the perſons againſt 
cc whom he writes aſſerted its antiquity. For they 
te ſay that all the antients, and even the apoſtles 

86 themſelves, | received and taught the ſame things 
“ which they now hold : and that the truth of the 
ce goſpel was preſerved till the time of Victor, the : 
6 thirteenth biſhop of Rome from Peter : : but by his 
« ſucceſſor (or, from the time of his lucceſſor) Ze- 
« phirinus, the truth has been corrupted. And poſ- 
te ſibly what they ſay might be credited, if, firſt of 
all, the divine ſcriptures did not contradict them; 
and then alſo, ſecondly, the writings | of the 

brethren more antient than Victor, which they | 

publiſhed | in defence of the truth againſt the Gen- 
tiles, and againſt the hereſies of their times,” 


The next proof of its antiquity I ſhall adduce 
from Euſebius *, biſhop of Cæſarea, who ſays i « That 


Euſeb. Hiſt, Ecclef. lib, V. cap, xxviii. p. 195. | 5 
c the 


© 68 J 
# che heralds of our Saviour Himſelf called {them} 

* Ebionites [that is), in the Hebrew tongue, Poor; | 
8 thus marking their folly, for ſaying. that they 
* knew one God, and did not deny the body 0 Us 
6 Saviour, but not acknowledging his divinity n. Ag 
"ey two paſſages, this and the one aſcribed to Can, 
are in dhe warks of Euſebius, they confirm one ano- 
. One would think that he knew nothing of the 
church of Orthodox Chriſtians ſettled at Ælia, fub- 
| ſequent to the deſtruction of Jeruſalem in the reign of 
Adrian ; which, according to Moſheim, Gibbon, and 


* Harte, gave riſe to the neee, and Ebionite, 
The reader, I apprehend, can now form 2 pro- 
per judgment reſpecting theſe believers; ſometimes 
called Ebionites, 9s by Origen and Euſebius; be- 
cauſe rejecting our books of the New Teſtament, 


they placed their ſole” hops on the promiſer in the 


232 Kai als by Ty oligo; naw 1 EClanaus — 
Loy, „ Egan corn mx m Savoie arena TY; t joey 
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—Trads, P. 148.---Hiſt, Op. vol. ii. P- 163. 


i every believer i in Jeſus : 


a 
of Moſes. All the Jewiſh believers in Jeſus 
and ſome Gentile believers, are thus called by 


Origen — they are deſcribed as holding his being 


a mere man. Tertullian and Athanaſius call ſuch 


believers Jews; the latter particularly affirming, that 


they did not believe that the Chriſt had at all come. 


Theodoret affirms®; that the Hebrews held the ſame opi- 


nion reſpecting the mere manhood of Jeſus. As to its 


— 


: antiquity, we have the teſtimony of Euſebius, add 


to all the Fathers of the three fiſt centuries, that it 
0 exiſted in the apoſtolic age. Can we then doubt but 


that their faith was the genuine faith delivered by 


; Jeſus to his apoſtles, and by them to the world ? Is 


not this farther confirmed by refleAing, that in the 


earlieſt Chriſtian writings, I mean thoſe aſcribed to 


st. Paul, we find all the followers of Jeſus called Naza- 


renes z and in the oldeſt of the Chriſtian fathers, Ter- 


tullian, we find them diſtinguiſhed by the ſame name 


| and that in a manner which ſhews that it comprehend- 


which being a name given 


to his followers by the Jews, through contempt, as 


being the followers of a poor Nazarene, the univer- 


ſality of its application cannot be, nor do I believe 


Is 


* Her. Fab. b. it, c. 3. 
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is, diſputed. When all this is reflected on, and that 
by the fathers of the fourth century—the Ebionites 
and Nazarenes "are always grouped together——as if 


holding the ſame ſentiments— when the learned Sym- 
machus is ſaid by ſome to have been an Ebionite— 
by others, that the Nazarenes were called Symma- 


chians from lim; 5 Can it be doubted, that the Na- 


zarenes and Ebionites were different appellations of 


perſons profeſling the ſame religious opinions; and who 
| held the original, true, and pure notion reſpeQing Jeſus ; 3. 
Bo namely—that He was only a mere man, a prophet, and 


not the Chriſt, Am 1 to blame then for profefling 


myſelf. an Ebionite, a ſect not taxed | with hereſy 


for three centuries and a half after Chriſt, which is 
more than can be faid of any other of the ſeas, : 
, Moreover, when it is conſidered that all my proofs | 
are taken (fave one from Tertullian) from Chriſtian 
writers of the preſent day, who certainly were not 


Hux-eyed in diſcovering what would overthrow their 


reſpective ſy ſtems, it muſt ſurely be deemed a ſtrong 


preſumptive argument in favour of my theory, 


independently of its being ſo much within the com- 


prehenſion of the ordinary Capacity of man. 


I have 


(83.3 

1 have ſaid that Tertullian is the oldeſt of the Chriſ- 
tian fathers: this I have no doubt to make evident 
to all thoſe who will agree with me, that the fathers 


before him had not the gift of writing proleptically : : 
but even independently of this I ſhall, upon other ac- 


counts, I truſt be able to ſhake their credit I mean 
their exiſtence. Before I conclude this diſquiſition, 


it is neceſſary that I ſhould prove, as having firmed 


It, that the Sabellians were the blaſphemers of Chriſt, 


and were thus peculiarly diſtinguiſhed by the antients 5 


from other heretics and that Paul of Samoſate was 
the firſt propoſer of the Humaniſt notion. The fol- 
. lowing paſſages, from Socrates, will prove the firſt. 
point: who fays, “ For thoſe [the Arians], declining 7 
< the word conſubſantial, thought they who received it 


cc were introducing the opinions of Sabellius and Mon- 


cc tanus, and therefore called them BLASPHEMERS, 


ap taking. away the ſubſiience and perſonality* of the 


de Fon of Cod. They Uthe Orthodox], on the other 


0 fide, who were attached to [the word] conſubſtantial, | 
6 thinking that the others [Arians] were. introducing | 


Part, 


e poly= 


Cy + That this 3 is the true meaning of oma will be ſhewn i in the ſecond | 
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« polytheiſm, charged them as introducing heatheniſm 
(32).” Here we ſee the ty ue reaſon aſſigned, why the 
Sabellians were called | blaſphemers, for by taking away 
the ſubſiſtence, and perſonality of Chriſt, they anni- 
hilitated his very Being; which from the opinions aſ- 


cribed to them, we ſee to be well- founded, and with 


propriety could only be imputed to them. That 
 Blaſpheming Chriſt could not, with any propriety at 
; all be aſcribed to the Gnoſtics, muſt be evident 
from the following paſlage of Auguſtine, in his let- 


ter to Voluſian, where he ſays, 0 becauſe he was 
6 * refreſhed by flcep, and nouriſhed by food, and 


« was ſenſible of all the human affections. This aſſures 
e men, that He was a man, whom therefore he did 


e put off, but put on. This is the fact. Never- 


La) 


<« theleſs ſome heretics perverſely admiring and praiſ- 
80 ing his virtue [or power], are unwilling to ac- 


ac knowledge at all the human nature in Him, i in 


« which is the recommendation of all grace, by 


„ which He ſaves thoſe that believe in Him; 3 con- 


(32) 0¹ luv yap Tg oje08048 Ty dub 3 725 Tv Lache 9 : 
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rullo BN EXGARB), cg z ru UT aps TY vis 10 bez : 
06 0 EA Tw C{h0BTIG Wp00xElpivcty AUE tc XYEiy TB; lepss 
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p. 58.—-Hiſt. Op. vol. iv. Pe 206. 
<« taining 


1 1 b 


ledge, and enduing us with faith, which may lead 


us to the eternal contemplation of the unchange- 


Gght [of mortals] ? What, it he did not paſs 


0 through the ſeveral ſtages from childhood to man- 


firengthen the opinion of the error, and that He 


peared betwixt God and Man, that conjoining 


K 2 lowered 


33 Jam inud quod i in nde beiter N 2 alle, & omnes hu- 


manos ſentit affectus, hominem perſuadet hominibus quem non con- 


ſumſit utique, ſed aſſumſit. Ecce ſic factum eſt, & tamen quidam hære- | 


tict, perverſe mirando, laudandoque ejus virtutem, naturam humanam 
in eo prorſus agnoſcere noluerunt, ubi eſt omnis gratiæ commendatio, 


IPO ͤ 


taining the deep treaſures of wiſdom and know- 


able truth. What, if the Omnipotent put on a 
man, otherwiſe formed than from the mother's 


womb, and ſhould introduce him ſuddenly to the 


ic hood—that he neither eat nor flept—would it not 


6c took upon him true man would not at all be hee 
lieved : 8 and whilſt he doeth every thing wonder- 
fully, he would take away what he hath done 
7 mercifully ? But now the Mediator hath ſo ap- 


ec both natures in unity of perſon, he hath elevated 


6c what is ordinary with the extraordinary, and the 


. 
_ — 
8 Da: 
* wal 
* 92 


0 extraordinary he hath tempered with the ordina- 


6 ry 23: that is, the Deity elevated the man, and man 
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68 J 
Jowered the Deit y. I am aware that Irenæus charges 
the Gnoſtics with blaſphemy, but with what little 
propriety che two above cited paſſages ſhew; and 
prove him to have been utterly ignorant of the ſub- 
f ject of Which he treated; and of his extreme igno- 
rance in this reſpect, I am ſupported by the ableſt 
; moderns who have conſidered the ſubject. J Lardner, 5 
vol. ix. p. 230, n. c.—Hiſtory of Heretics, p- 15. 
Moreover, where he thus ſpeaks is in that part of 
his works, the original of which is loſt; and of 
which we thave only a poor Latin tranſlation, ſup- 
poſed to be made in the latter end of the fourth | 
century, and therefore but little dependance can be 


placed on it. But J alſo affirm, that were the paſſage 


to be found in the original Greek text, that it would 


qua ſalvos facit credentes in ſe, profundos theſauros ſapientiæ & ſcientiz 
continens, & fide mentes induens, quas ad æternam contemplationem 
veritatis incommutabilis provehat. Quid ſi omnipotens ubicunque for- ; 
5 matum non ex materno utero exarat, ſed repentinum inferret aſpecti- 
bus ? Quid ſi nullas ex parvulo in juventam mutaret ætates, nullos cibos, 
nullos caperet ſomnos : nonne opinionem confirmaret erroris, nec ho- 
minem verum ſuſcepiſle, ullo modo crederetur. Et dum omnia li. 
biliter facit, auferret quod miſericorditer fecit ? Nunc vero ita inter 
Deum & homines Mediator apparuit, ut in unitate perſonæ copulans 
utramque naturam, & ſolita ſublimaret inſolitis, & inſolita ſolitis tem- 


paret. Ad. Voluſian Ep. 137. al. 3. numb. 9. —Lard. vol. IX, P- p. 189, 
n. m.; form. edit. Heathen Teſt. vol. iv. p. 441, e 


ö prove 


- I ] 
ö prove to them who do not acknowledge the pro- 
leptic quality of the primitive fathers, that the works 
aſcribed to this father are all ſpurious, as containing 
notions unknown to the world for near half a century 
after his ſuppoſed time, and of which theſe blaſphemers 
are aproof; for the blaſpheming Sabellianiſm was not 
earlier known. 
Having premiſed thus much, 1 mall examine che 
ſo-much-conteſted paſſage of Juſtin Martyr, between 
Bp. Horſley, the late Mr. Badcock, and Dr. Prieſt- 
ley. Juſtin fays, that there are and have been, my 
12 friends, many perſons Who, coming in the name 
« of Jeſus, have taught to fay and do atheiflical and 
ce blaſphemous things; and by us they are diſtin- 
6e guiſhed from the perſons from whom each doc- 
E trine and opinion originated (but others, accord- 
8 ing to another manner, teach to Blaſpheme the 
«6 Maker of the univerſe, and the Chriſt that was 
4 foretold that would come from Him, even the 
ce God of Abraham, and of Iſaac, and of Jacob; with 
ec none of whom have we communication, 3 
& ing them to be atheiſtical, and impious, and un- 


ce righteous, and lawleſs; and inſtead of wor ſhipping 


4 Jeſus, acknowledge Him in name only: and they 


cc call 


| 7 1 1 
et call themſelves Chriſtians—in like manner as the 
« Heathens inſcribe the name of God on the works 
« of their hands—and defile themſelves with wicked 
ce and atheiſtical ceremonies): and ſome of them are 
« called Marcionites; ſome Valentinians; ſome Baſi- 
ce lideans, and ſome Saturnilians ; 3 and others by 
other names, each being called from the leader of 
« the opinion 34, 
Dr. Prieſtley affirms, that the tees mentioned 5 
here are the Gnoſtics, which! is directly contradicted by 
the paſſage juſt cited from Auguſtine; beſides that the 
Doctor, in other parts of his writings, acknowledges, 5 


that the Gnoſties, ſo far from intending to blaſpheme 
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Chriſt, had only his exal:ation in view. This notion 


is the more ſingular in the Doctor, as he preſumes 
throughout his writings, that the deityſhip of Chriſt 


was continually gaining ground, and of courſe it 


ſhould not have been extravagantly high in Juſtin's 


ſuppoſed time. The biſhop and Mr. Badcock ſup- 
poſe chat Juſtin here intends the Ebionites; and I 
acknowledge that I myſelf was of this ſentiment; 
as it appeared to me abſurd that the Gnoſtics ſhould 
be called Blaſphemers of Chriſt who ſought only to 


| exalt Him, till I was convinced of my error by the 


above paſlage, p. 66, from that judicious hiſtorian 


Socrates (for this is his character among the learned). 


What I have juſt mentioned ſhews into what errors 


men run when they begin to ſpeculate, and form hy- 


potheſes; for I apprehend that few will diſpute the 


learning and ingenuity of the above gentlemen; and 
| it alſo ſhews the neceſſity of requiring explicit teſti- 
mony from the ancients in ſupport of every aſſertion 
reſpecting their opinions. But it may be, that not- 
withſtanding what I have alledged, that the learned 


biſhop may continue to be of his own opinion, and 


affirm, that they are the Ebionites to whom Juſtin 


alludes : in this caſe, he mult then admit that this 


a fhrm, 


[7 
: 
4 
1 
1 7 
= 
= 
— Is 
75 
= 
= 
»& 
; 
= 
ik 
' 
by 
E. 
* 
CE, 
1 
i BH 
'-- 
; 
! 7 
* 
N 6 
7 1 
| L 
þ 
1 4 
N 
17 
i 
1 7 7 
A 
1 
Er 
i 1 
ity 
!. 
5 
+ nn 
* 
i 8 
1 8 
; F 
z 
i 
1 1 
* 
6 
1 
+ 
h 
t 
'Þ 
= 
* 
Ly 
"F My 
7 
"of 
| 
1 
14 
: 1 a 1 
mY f 14 
F i 
i 
i * 
. LR. 
i 
* 
(| 
* 
F 
4 
* 
* 4 
| | 
5 
- 
C 4 
. 
4s 
2 
Os 
13 
* 
7 
* 
* 


1 

| paſſage will afford a complete anſwer to his challenge 
to Dr. Prieſtley, for the learned biſhop ſays, p. 243, 
« Have you (Dr. Prieſtley) evidence that Chriſt was 
« NOT an by the Ebionites ? Your Lord- 
„ ſhip's own words ſhall anſwer this challenge. 
cc Your Lordſhip ſays, p. 181, « he (Mr. Badcock) : 
6 might have added another complaint; ; that in your 
50 tranſlation you [Dr. Prieſtley] have ſuppreſſed an- 
c other clauſe in the ſame period, in which certain 


c perſons are treated with great ſeverity,” ho inſtead 


c of worſhipping Jeſus,” [* inſtead of paying Him * 


© vine worſhip, for that is the proper Force of the word 
* Sebein'] © confeſſed Him only in name.” As the learn- 
ed diſtiop ſuppoſes that the certain perſons here alluded : 
to were Ebionites, and as he acknowledges that they 
did not worſhip Jeſus, this pallage is direct evidence 
that the Ebionites, if they were the perſons here al- 
| luded to, as his Lordſhip ſuppoſes, did not worſhip 
Jeſus. Moreover, it would alſo prove that Theodo- 
tus, who lived forty years after Juſtin, was not the - 
firſt who broached this doctrine at Rome that Jeſus 
was NOT to be worſhipped—az his Lordſhip has aſ- 
ſerted. It is true, chat his Lordſhip, following 
Dr. Prieſtley, calls e perſons to whom Juſtin 


alludes, 


„ 

alludes, Unitärians, and not Ebionites; but his Lord- 
ſhip, and the ingenious Doctor muſt excuſe me, if I 
cannot avoid aſeribing to ignorance, or rather to their 
not having accurate notions of the early hereſies which 
divided the church, the uſing ſo N improper a 


term ; which is the more ſurpriſing | in his Lordſhip, 


Monthly Review, January 1784, who with pro- 


priety makes uſe of the term Ebionite: for his 
Chriſtians, fave the Gnoſtics and the Arians, who 


is, worſhippers of ONE God. And can that 
be a proper name which carries with it no proper 


diſtinction? The term Ui is modern, and 
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ſects; - and as if they w were one and the fame hereſy 35, 


95 I cannot here avoid noticing another paſſage from Juſtin Martyr, 
about which alſo the learned are divided with regard to its Preciſe 


L | meaning . 
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as he quotes Mr. Badcock upon the place, vide 


Lordſhip muſt know that there were no ſect of 


did not avow themſelves to be Unitarians ; that i 


utterly improper to be introduced, where accurate. 
Language i is indiſpenſably requiſite, Nevertheleſs this 
term is uſed by theſe learned gentlemen, as de- 


ſcriptive of the Ebionite, Sabellian, and Humaniſt 


The 


* 
—— and „„ ” 
2 2 . 9 MO - 2 2 - * 
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1 
The uſing this improper term hath cauſed great eonfu- 


meaning » but I own that its meaning appears ſo obvious to me, that 
I can only aſeribe it to extreme prejudice, how any perſon, having any 
knowledge in the Greek language, could poſſibly have miſſed it. 1 
| ſhall firſt give the paſſage in the original, with the tranſlations in the 
order of time, marking the material differences in Italics, Juſtin ſays, 


Ka. Yup £404 TWES, ah r njaElepe ν,, of Nele lo- X gin 


© ie, ub Pro de ce auß pom 7E aD s 8 


& cujlihe 3 av NN TAUTH [408 Jofacails; tirol, cone 


< uy arb rere mois S. H xexeevo pales vr avls Ts Xfire - 
60 


bode, anna Toig d Twy feaxaptuy @poÞulwy vnfu x be 9 
6 I, avis daha. Edit. Thirlby, p. 234 Thus tranſlated by 


Doctor Prieſtley. 


& There are ſome 4 our profe fon who acknowledge Him (Jeſus) t to 
„ be the Chriſt, yet maintain that He was a man born of man. I do 
& not agree with them, nor ſhould I be prevailed upon by ever ſo many who 
& hold that opinion; becauſe we are taught by Chriſt Himſelf not to 
& receive our doctrine from men, but from what was. taught by. the 
88 holy prophets, and by Himſelf. 1 | Corruptions of n vol. by x 


17. 
N Mr. Badcock. 


& There are fome of our r profe e/ſion who icknowledge Him to 185 the 
& Chrift, and yet maintain that he WAS a man born in the natural way; 
4 to whom I could not yield my affent, no, not even if the majority of 
& Chriſtians ſhould think the ſame, becauſe we are commanded by Chriſt 

* Himſelf not to rely on human doctrines, but to receive thoſe which 


were publiſhed by the bleſſed prophets, and Wien he Himſelf taught 
6 us.“ Monthly Review, vol. 68. p. 522. : 


By Doctor Prieſtley's Learned Vindicator. 


te There are ſome of our race (viz. Gentiles) who acknowledge Him 


4 to be. the . and yet maintain that he was a Man born in the 


60 natural 


[ 1s 


fon in Dr. Prieftley's Hiſtory of Opinions, and makes it 


ſo 


& natural way; to whom I a. not foe, though the majority may have 
et told me that Fg had been of the ſame opinion,” &c. 
1 ſhould thus tranſlate it. 


& And there are ſome who confeſs Chriſt Himſelf to be of our race 


& (that is, of the human race), maintaining Him to be Man born of 


8 man; with whom I do not agree; nor if the majority thus thinking, 
“ ſhould tell theſe things to me: ſeeing that we are commanded by 
1 Chreſtos Himſelf not to believe in human doctrines, but in thoſe pub- 
© liſhed by the blefſed prophets, and taught by Himſelf.” 1 

The reader will perceive that word genos is rendered by Dr. Prieſtley 


and Mr. Badcock by the word profeſſion; a very far-fetched meaning, in- 
deed! and which I don't perceive in my Lexicon, which is Conſtantine's. 
Dr. P. alſo ſays, Nor ſhould I be prevailed upon by ever ſo many 


* who hold that opinion ; * to which Mr. B.'s majority of Chriſtians 


1 may be deemed equivalent, and the Vindicators, majority :” for though | 


Mr. B. had no authority from tlie original for his Chriſtians, and though 
this is noticed by the Vindicator, yet he does not deny but that they 
are thoſe who are underſtood, Now this is what I abſolutely deny; 
for thoſe Chriſtians were very few who thought that Jeſus was a mere 


fer to the followers of Paul of Samoſate, and his pleiſtoi to the Ebionites 


and Double Ebionites, which accords with the truth of hiſtory.— 


It will be objected, how could Juſtin refer to doctrines not promul- 


gated for near a century after his time ? This no doubt ſhould be no 


difficulty with the learned biſhop, who believes that the primitive fathers 


wrote prolepti cally: but to thoſe who will not be ſatisfied with Suck 


an anſwer, I affirm, that the works of Juſtin Martyr are ſpurious, and 


| were compoſed about the middle of the third century, even after Origen 


wrote, for this father denies the ſufferings of the Deity in Jeſus; whereas | 


Juſtin affirms it: it was, however, a doctrine unknown in the church, till 


about the time of the depoſition of Sabellius. The Vindicator has na 
| — I. 2 authority 
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Ly). 
ſo difficult to diſcover his own opinion, which TI ac- 
knowledge I have not perceived in that work. Can- 


didus, however (V. Gent. Mag. Auguſt, 1789, p. 706. 7 


authority for his yet, which materially aſſets the ſenſe ; 3 moreover, it is 
: Chreſtou in Juſtin, not Chriſtou. 


Mr. Badcock, Monthly Review, vol. Ixix. p. 315, n. thus tranſlates a 
part of the ſame paſſage as if exaQtly and indiſputably literal, and to 15 
ſhew the propriety of his former conſtruction, 016 with whom, 8 culibe at 
Ido not agree s 83 neither, av tf, Rl the greater part, Fofacavles who | 

| have thought (or profeſſed), Taula the fame things, {40s with me, errony 
 ffould aſſert ic, Viz. what the Tines had aſſerted —* that Chriſt Was . 

* man, born of man.” This conſtruction I can by no means ſubſcribe 

to; for Tavle 3 as a relative muſt refer to ſomething Which pre- 

: ceded, and does not mean, the ſame things, but 2heſe things, i. e. the : 
opinions of the Tines ; beſides, po is tranſlated in the ablative caſe in- 
ſtead of the dative, and made to depend on the participle : add to this 
the improbability of Juſtin's ſuppoſition, according to this 1 interpretation, 
that orthodox Chriſtians ſhould aſſert heretical notions. b 

It may not be improper here to lay before the reader the di erent 

modes in which the difputed part of this paſſage is tranſlated by Mr. Bad- 
cock. He thus renders it, Monthly Review, vol. Ixix. p. 230, « For 

there are ſome, I acknowledge, of our profeſſion, who confeſs that he 


« was the Chriſt, but at the ſame time aſſert thas he was 2 man born in 


* the natural way with whom I do not agree, neither could I, although 
t the major part had adopted the fame opinion.“ What opinion? Indiſ- 
putably the opinion of the ſome. —Same volume, P- 314, he thus tranſ- 

| Hates: . With whom I do not agree; neither——if the majority, who 
have been of the ſame perſuaſion with me, ſhould ſay ſo. „ Here we 
find the major part of Juſtin's own opinion, whereas in the preceding 
paſſage they were of a different one. I wiſh to know what induced 
Mr. Badcock fo materially to alter his mode of tranſlating, I think. it ; way | 
his wy to have acquainted his readers of „ 


will 


1 
will receive ſatisfaction on this head, from the fol- 


lowing paſſages taken from the Doctor's other works. 


« He [ Hegiſippus], as an Unitarian, believed that 


F all the extraordinary power exerted by Chriſt, was 
e that of the Father re/ ſding in Him,” V. Reply to 
the Animadverſions of the Monthly Review, June, 
1783. The Doctor again fays, ce What we [Soci- 


* nians] believe, and all that is required by our in- : 
«6 terpretation of the Logos ( meaning the Divine 
« Attribute, wiſdom ) is, as: 2 portion only of the 


& ſame wiſdom that formed the univerſe was commu- 


« nicated to Chriſt 3 a portion ſufficient to enable Him 
ce to do what he actually did, and to ſay what he 


e actually ſaid. * Second Letter to Dr. now Bp. 
5 Pe. 147. See alſo Letters to Dr. Geddes, 
1 3. 27.— This is the doctrine which I have 
8 en to the Sabellians; but as the learned and 
ingenious Doctor thinks that theſe were the doctrines 


held by Paul of Samoſate and Photinus, I truſt that 


. the following paſſages will convince bim of his Et. 


for they did not think that any portion at all of the 


Logos, or Wiſdom of God, was communicated to 


© el Socrates, the hiſtorian, ſays, 6c that Neſto- 


& rjus 
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0-1 
© rius was s accuſed by many, as faying that the Lord 
& was a mere man, and thus introducing into the 
cc church the ſentiments of Paul of Samoſate and 
& Photinus 35,” Marius Mercator ſays, For Paul 
tc and Photinus are ignorant of the Deity of the 
& Son 37,9 Auguſtine, in his Sermon; 6c For he 
6 [Manes] ſays, Chriſt is only God, having nothing at 
cc all of man. This the Manichzans affirm. The 
cc Photinians [that he was] man only. The Mani- 
& cheans [that he was] Ged only. Thoſe confeſs | 
ce nothing divine in the Lord—theſe as if nothing : 
6 human. I could adduce many paſſages equally 
applicable from the ſame author 3 but ſhall only refer 
my reader to Lardner, vol. iv. p. 36 55 former edit. 
vol. ix. p. 20. Vincentius Lirinenſis fays, 0 Theres 
36 "Mir J. Jofav af rolg wog ex, ws Ine, ub pwrrov 
d Foy Ruft, ty Ws Havbe Te Eapuoodlu x; Mee Joypa eig 


T1 ο 1067 aun. Lib. VII. caps XXXii, p. 381 — Hiſt. ops vol. iv. | 
p. 241. 
37 Nam Paulus & Photinus neſciunt Ki dcitatem, Opera, p. 79 
Hiſt. Op. vol. iv. p. 244. „ 

38 Ait enim, Chriſtus Deus eſt tantum, omnino hominis nihil habend 
Hoc Manichæi dicunt. Photiniani, homo tantum ; Manichæi, Deus tan- 
tum. Thi nihil divinum in Domino confitentur ; iſti quaſi totum Divi- 
num. Serm. xxxvii. cap. 12. —Lard. vol. iii. p. 541 u. e.; form. 
edit. vol. vi. p. 414: 

6 fore 


[9g] 3 
£ fore this is the hereſy of Photinus. He ſays that 
ce God i is ſingle and ſolitary [or alone], and is to be 


— 


cc confeſſed after the Jewiſ n manner. He denies the 
c fulneſs of the * rinity, nor thinks that there is 
«, any perſon of the word of God, or any of the Holy 
0c Spirit. But he affirms Chriſt to be only a ſolitary 
c Man, who began his exiſtence from Mary: and by 
« every means teaches this—that we ought to wor- 


&« ſhip the fingle perſon. af God the Father, and the 


cc ſingle man Chriſt 30, Sulpitius Severus ſays, «But 


« Photinus hath advanced a new hereſy, al Hering 


60 indeed i in the union from that of Sabellius ; ; but he 
6c. affirmed that the beginning of Chriſt was from 


cc Mary 49,” This paſſage proves, that Photinianiſm was 


a diſtinct hereſy from Sabellianiſm: that Paul of 


39 Photini ergo ſecta hæc eſt. Dicit deum ſingulum eſſe ac ſolita- 
rum, & more Judaico confitendum. Trinitatis plenitudinem negat, 
neque, ullam Dei verbi, aut ullam ſpiritus ſancti putat eſſe perſonam. 
Chriſtum vero hominem tantum modo ſolitarium adſerit, cui princi- 
pium adſcribit ex Maria. Et hoc omnimodo dogmatizat, ſolam nos per- 
Conam Dei Patris, & ſolum Chriſtum hominem colere debemus. Vin. 
Lir. Commen. cap. xvii.—Lard. vol. iv. p. 3655 n. h.; form. edit. 

vol. iv. p. 20. 


40 Photinus vero novam hæreſim jam ante protulerat a Sabellio qui- 
dem in unione diſſentiens, ſed initium Chriſti a Maria prædicabat. 


| Sulpic, Sev © 1 Sacr. lib, i ü. * 37.—Lard. vol. iv. ibid. 


Samoſate 


[ 8 J 


Samoſate thought, in the main, reſpecting Chriſt, as PO. 


tinus, the above paſſages prove. Beſides, it is highly 


improbable, that a general council ſhould be aſſembled 


to condemn Sabellius, and in a few years after, 


that another general council mould be aſſembled to 


comdemn Paul of Samoſate for holding the ſame iden- 


tical doctrines. 1 will affirm, that two general councils, 


and theſe are admitted to be ſuch, were never aſſem- oy 
bled to condemn the ſame identical hereſy. If it 
ſhould be ſaid, was not Photinus condemned and de- 
poſed by a council, for maintaining the ſame doctrines 
as Paul of Samoſate ? J can not admit that Photinus 


held preciſely the ſame doctrines as Paul of Samoſate: 3 


he himſelf declared, that all n except his own 


were wrong, which ſeems to be a direct denial of his 


agreeing in all points with Paul. 1 admit chat Paul 


of Samoſate and Photinus are connected together i in 


ſome of the fathers by the conjunction copulative 


Po and, even in Athanaſius; but an exact Jameneſs of 


opinions by no means from hence follows, but rather 


a general reſemblance, and that on the point in queſ- 


tion, the mere manhood of Jeſus : for, that perſons 
| being connected together by the copulative conjunc- 


tion 


* 


14 1} 


| tioti naturally infer 8 a difference in th ei r fo fiti= 


ments, I could adduce the authority of Biſhop Horſ- 


ley, did ſuch an obvious poſition require any ſupport. 
But were it otherwiſe, 1 apprehend that ſuch paſſages, 
in oppoſition to Photinus's deciſive teſtimony, ſhould 


not be regarded; eſpecially ſeeing how eaſy i it was to 


interpolate a name, a word or two; which I will ven- 


ture to affirm is the caſe with reſpect to ſome of the 


paſſages already adduced : for, to complete the cha- 
racer of the fathers; it is univerſally admitted by all 
the learned, chat they were interpolators; ; that is, 
fallifiers: in a word, to ſupport their ſyſtem, there 
was no ſort of litterary fraud of which they were not 
guilty. The tree is known by its fruit: A good 
cc tree bringeth forth good fruit,” 5 
Ihave alſo aſſerted, that Paul of Samoſate was the firſt 
pipponnger of the Humaniſt ſentiment. In oppoſition 
to this I am aware, that it may be aſſerted what Euſe - 
dius relates of Artemas, or Artemon, and the two 
T haodoriſes, as having propounded this notion above 
half a century before Paul. But I ſhall not ſcruple to 
affirm, that what Euſebius relates on this head is 2 
lie: for were it true, it is ſcarcely poſſible that this 


M ... -.- notion 
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notion would not have been noticed by Tertullian 


and Origen, who have ſo particularly taken notice 


of the Ebionites. Moreover, upon what authority 


does Euſebius relate What he fays of theſe perſons ? 


The authority of an anonymous writer, Singular Wn 


deed! that the writer's name, who informs us of 
the ſentiments of thoſe perſons, ſhould be loſt within 
a century; particularly, when he was the ſingle evi- 
dence.—Again, whether this heretic's s name was Arte- 
| mas, or Artemon, could not be determined by the 
5 ancients. Is this probable, had ſach a perſon ever 
exiſted ? As to the Two Theodotuſes, 1 think their 
ſtory is equally improbable : for they are declared f 
Both to have appeared at the ſame time in Rome, which 
was not their native country—to have propounded 
Both the ſame identical doCtrines—the only difference 
between them being, that one was a banker, and the 
other a tanner: however, 1 no > notice is taken of them 


for a century, except by this anonymous writer, cited 


by Euſebius. I will aver, that upon equal evidence 


(evidence however rejected by the learned and candid 


Muratori), many of the popiſh | miracles, ought 


to be received; but it may be, that the Orthodox 
5 of 


: p 3 1 
of the church of England * not ſo nice, with regard 
to evidence, as this learned Catholic. I place in the 
fame predicament what is ſaid of Victor's excommu- 
cating the eaſtern churches for not celebrating Eaſter 
upon the ſame day as. the Chriſtians of the weſtern, 
The thing is in itſelf utterly improbable. According to 
the Orthodox themſelves, their own ſituation at Rome Z 
was very precarious at the very time in which this 
thunderbolt i is ſuppoſed to have deen launched by its i 
| biſhop, and that too without the call of a general coun- 
cil. But is it at all probable, that in 1 ſuch times, that the 
l perſecuted themſelyes would go a cutting one ano- 
ther s throats, or what was nearly tantamount, about 
trifles; to wit, whether Eaſter, after the Jewiſh man- 
5 ner, ſhould be celebrated on the fourteenth day after 
the firſt full moon that happened in the firſt month 
of the Jewiſh year, or the Sunday after the four- 
teenth day. 1 have obſerved, that the Orthodox had 
two reſources in every difficulty with thoſe who dif- | 
fered from them in ſentiment : the firſt was, declar- 
ing the opinion to be a novelty, and of courſe falſe; 
for it could not be ſuppoſed that any thing materi- 
ally wrong would be permitted i in thoſe aſſemblies for 


M2 centuries, 


84 J 


centuries, which when two or three, *awere gathered 


© together,” were directed by the Holy Spirit. This 
would be an abſurdity. However, not ſolely rely- 
ing upon this argument, they in the ſame breath af- 
firmed, that it was an an old confuted, reprobated notion q 
and immediately there iſſued forth into light ſome 
anonymous writing, or ſome writing that never was 
heard of before, with a fictitious name to it, acquaint- 
ing the readers, that an opinion ſimilar to that againſt 
which it was aimed, had been broached a century be- 
fore; and had been condemned and reprobated, not 
by general councils, but by the biſhop of Rome, at a 
time when his opinion was thought little of in the 
church; and this alone ſhould be ſufficient to prevent 
any one from believing the account, except thoſe inte- 
: reſted i in the deceit. This I affirm to have been the 
caſe with regard to the biſhop of Rome, for half a 
century or more after the time aſſigned to thoſe ex- 
| communications of Theodotus : for it is a known fact, 
that Saint Cyprian and Saint Fumikkan (J. n. 18 and 19, 
pe- 39. ) oppoſed the then biſhop—or if the Catholics 
chooſe—pope of Rome—in the aiticle of baptiſm, 


knowing nothing at * of his infallibility- yet this 


oppoſition 


| 1:24 
oppoſition has not prevented them from being ca- 
nonized as SAINTS, Nevertheleſs, the Welk keene 
limitation of the biſhop of Rome's power, does not 
prevent the Proteſtants from admitting the account, 
becauſe agreeable to their own prejudices, 7 
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TO | 
The Rev. Dr. KNOWLES, 


PREBENDARY of ELY. 


| Reverend Sir, 
APPENING to be ſome time ago at my book- 
ſeller's, his clerk handed to me your pamphlet 


Fl 


upon primitive Chriſtianity. 1 looked over the title-page 


and fad, that in the main, I perfetly agred with %%%, 
: deſiring him at the ſame time to ſend it to me, think- 1 


ing it might be uſeful in regard of a work upon 
the ſame ſubject, which 1 purpoſe ſhortly to lay before 
the public. 1 thought it ſurprized him when 1 faid 
that I in the main agreed with you in ſentiment, 
knowing that I attended Mr. Lindſey's chapel. The 
work alluded to, I truſt, will ſatisfactorily clear up the 


enigma. Not having immediate occaſion to examine the E 4 

pamphlet, it lay uncut for a few days, when accident- | 1 
ally opening it, my eye was attracted to a note, P. 49, 5 1 
in which it inſtantly perceived the name of Lardner. {1 


I read the paſſage, which ſeemed to convey a cen- 


ſure, as if his work, on the credibility of the Goſpel 5 14 


a lors, permit me to call it his immortal work, had been 1 
B 928 gardled ; | 


OW EIT 
+ Ge tit; 
* 


ing ſuffered for us; 


(813 


garbled ; that is, that he concealed aught of that which 


be ſhould not, leſt it might militate againſt his favourite 


opinions: the paſſage runs thus, Dr. Lardner has 


cc made a copious collection of the ſeveral quotations and 


8 alluſions which he found in the primitive Fathers, in 


66 ſupport of the credibility of the Goſpel-hiftory ; ; but 


4 jt is remarkable that he has ſcarcely produced a paſ- 
« ſage that might confirm the Scripture-doArine of the 
"= divinity of Jeſus Chriſt, "(A Whether your criticiſm 


be juſt in its full extent 1 know not, having N read 


the | Fathers 3 but that your own pamphlet win 


not ſupport your aſſertion, or inſinuation, will be evi- 


dent by comparing your own quotations with thoſe tran- 


ſeribed by him. Among other paſſages quoted by Lar 4 


ner from the Epiſtle of Barnabas, pleaſe to conſider the 


following. 


No. 18, ch. 14. Barnabas having obſerved that 


C Moſes received from God the two tables of the com- 


c mandments written by the finger of God, but the people 25 
© being fallen to idolatry, he caſt them to the ground, | 


«© and the tables of the covenant were broken, goes ON'— 


% Moſes, being a ſervant, received them, [or it, meaning, 


„„ the covenant, or teſtament ; ] but the Lord bimſelf has 


« given them to us. the people of his inheritance, he hav- 


99 


© alluding to Heb. iii. 5.“ Again. 


No. 14, ch. 16, © Hayin received the remiſſion 


* of our ſins, and truſting in the name of the Lora 
© we are made new, again created freſh ; therefore God 
« zruly dwells in our houſe; that is, in us.—This is the 


< ſpiritual temple built unto the Lord. Again, 


No. 11, ch. 12. Barnabas, having ſpoken of the 


directions given by Moſes to the Iſraelites in the wil- 


derneſs, to look to the brazen ſerpent, ſays, « You 


haue in this alſo the glory of Jeſus for as much as in 5 


«6: him are all things, and to him.” 
No. 9, ch. 7. If, therefore, the Son of God, who 
is the Lord of all, and ſhall judge the quick and the dead, 
46. hath ſuffered” —Theſe three paſſages 1 apprehend as 


"WEE y imply divinity as the one adduced by yourſelf. - 
But let the reader judge: you ſay, page 49, © Behold ! 


66 again, Jeſus, not the Son of man, but of God, made 


© manifeſt in the fleſh.” Here Jeſus is called the Son of 


God ; but, in Ne. 9, he is moreover called the Lord of 


all, In No. 11, Infiniteneſs is aſeribed to him. In No. 
18, he is called the Lord bimſelf, which is at leaſt 


tantamount to the Sen of God. But, leſt you ſhould 
think. differently, I beg leave to know from you, 
whether you think, that when the high-prieſt upon 
his trial, Matth. xxvi. 63. aſked Jeſus whether he was 
the Son of Gd; and in like manner the people, Luke 


xxii, 70, that they thought they were aſking him, whether 


a3: : he 
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643 
he was the Lord himſelf, or ſomething greater, if Son of 
God implies ſomething greater than the Lord himſelf? I 


alſo aſk you can you for a moment ſuppoſe, that, by this 
queſtion, the high-prieft and people could intend more 
than demanding whether he was a Prophet or the Meſ- 


fiah? I aſk, is it poſlible, that fanatiſm and folly could 


have arrived to fuch a height, as for a chief mag! iſtrate and 
an entire body of people to aſk a perſon, whom they 


: thought to be entirely in their power, whom they were 


buffeting, &c. in the moſt opprobious manner, whether 
he was the 7 eat God of Heaven ? I truſt hereafter that 


whoever aſſerts, that Son of God intends more than 


2 Prophet, a Man commiſſioned by the Deity for a par- 
ticular purpoſe, will take the conſequences with it. That 


Son of God, in the mouth of Jews, intended preciſely a 


Prophet, is alſoevident from their demanding of him, while 


ftriking him, to propheſy who ſtruck im. To fave the 
: reader the trouble 'of referring to the New Teſtament, N 


| 1 ſhall here tranſcribe the account of the tranſaction as : 


we find it in the goſpel of Mathew, ch. xxvi. 63, &e. 
« But Jeſus. held his peace. And the high-prieſt an- 
e ſwered and ſaid unto him, 1 adjure 1 thee by the living 
“ God that thou tel us whether thou be the Chriſt, the 


86 Sou of God: Jeſus ſaid unto him, Thou haſt aid: 


6 never 


[3-7 
” nevertheleſs I fay unto you, hereafter you ſhall ſee the 
6s Son of Man ſitting upon the right hand of power, and 
« coming in the clouds of heaven. Then the higb- prieſt 
* rent his clothes, ſaying, he hath ſpoken blaſphemy ; 
4 what farther need have we of witneſſes ? Behold, now | 
66 e have heard his blaſphemy, What think ye? They 
* anſwered, and ſaid, he is guilty of death. Then did they 
& ſpit in his face, and buffeted him, and others ſmote him 
4 with the palms of their hands, ſaying, propheſy unto us, 
& thou Chriſt, who is he that ſmote thec? W hat was his 
blaſphemy ? indiſputably his ſaying, “ bereafier you ſhall 
© ſee the Son of man ſitting upon the right hand of power, 
5 and coming in the clouds of heaven :” that is, his having 
had the preſumption (for ſuch it muſt have appeared to the 
High- Prieſt) to propheſy. F or that he ſaid ſomething wor- 
thy of death, in the opinion of the Jews, is evident from 
| John xix. 7. © The Jews anſwered him, [Pilate,] we 
& have alaw, and by our law he ought to die, becauſo he 
© made himſelf the Son of God which law will be found 
in Deuteronomy xviii. 20, &c. — But the Prophet 
which ſhall preſume to ſpeak a word i in my name, which 
0 I have not commanded him to ſpeak, or that ſhall ſpeak 
10 in the name of other Gods, even that Prophet ſhall die, 


6 And if thou ſay in thine heart, How ſhall we know the 


& word 


| | 6 
1 * word which the Lord hath not ſpoken? when a Prophet 
1 | © ſpeaketh in the name of the Lord, if the thing follow not, 


© nor come to paſs, that is the thing which the Lord hath 
* not ſpoken, but the Prophet hath ſpoken it preſumptu- 


% ouſly : thou ſhalt not be afraid of him.” But if Son of 


God implies any thing more than Prophet, I ſhould be 
glad to be informed in what book of the Old Teſtament 
we ſhall hod the law for puniſhing this aſſertion, This 
paſſage, i in connedion with the 13th ch. of Deut. alſo 


ſhews that miracles are no teſt ofa divine miſſ on. 


1 ſhall | now lay before the reader an obſervation, which 


I believe to be peculiar to myſelf, reſpecting the origin, 
or the reaſon, why the followers of Jeſus were called 


Chriſtians, It appears from the above-cited paſſage, that 


Jeſus, upon his trial, was called Chriſt, a term equi- 
valent, according to Chriſtians, to Meſſiah, or the A- 
nointed ; 3 but how very improbable i is it that he ſhould 
be thus bonourably diſtinguiſhed by thoſe perſons who 


held him in abhorrence? Has there ever been an in- 


ſtance of a nick-name, a name impoſed by enemies, implying 


| bonour? and that this name implies honour 1s evident from 
its being derived from a Greek term ſignifying to anoint, 
28 if Jeſus was anointed by the Holy Ghoſt : add to this, 
that the Jews knew nothing of the Holy Ghoſt, therefore 
1 5 


45 
they could not give him this name upon this account. * 
Should we not therefore ſeek ſome other origin for the 
name? 
* That the term Chriſt could not have been made uſe of by the High-Prieft 
and Jews, at the time of his trial, is ſtill more evident from the Jews being forty 


years after ignorant of the Greek tongue, and therefore their uſing a nickname, 


derived 8 2 language which they did not underftand, beſides the improbabi- 
ty, rather impoſſibility, would be abſurd, as the ing could not have been per- 
ceived by their countrymen z and this will hold more ſtrongly with regard to the 


Roman language, from which ſome derive the word Chriftus ; for no one pre- 


tends, that the Jews were at all acquainted with the Roman tongue. Beſides, 
if derived from the Roman tongue, what Joey: it ſignify ? ? for that al/ nel 
names are ſignificative will be denied, I apprehend, by no one. 


is ſuppoſed in general by the learned that the Greek language was not totally 


unknown among the Jews, the following paſſages from Joſephus will ſkew the 


contrary. © Now Simon and John, and they that were with them, deſire 


6 conference with Titus, which he granted. He placed himſelf on the weſtern 


is: 0 of the inner court of the temple, and there was a bridge that cw them. 


* There were great numbers of Jews waiting with thoſe two tyrants, and there 
c were alſo many Romans on the fide of Titus. He ordered the ſoldiers to re- 
c rain their rage, and appointed an interpreter,” What occaſion was there for 
an interpreter, if the leaders of the Jews were acquainted with the Greek lan- 


guage, of which Titus cannot be ſuppoſed to have been ignorant; it being a ne- 


ceſſary part of the W of the Roman youth of any diſtinction? ? | Joſephus 


again ſays, : What l in the Roman camp I ſaw, and wrote it down 


« carefully ; what information the deſerters brought out of the city, Las the 


© only man that underſtood it;* which I apprehend is tantamount to ſay ing, 


that he was the only perſon in the Roman camp who could ſpeak the Greek 


4:4 
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name? Being given byenemies, a diſbonaurable origin ſhould 
be ſought, this being agreeable to human nature. May I 
not therefore ſuppoſe that this term has its root from the 
Greek word kras, which ſignifies to propheſy, and that the 
| words now almoſt univerſal] y found written Chr: ies, were 
originally written Chr ifo or Chrzftor ; i, e. Prophecier, to 
which the Romans gave their own termination, writing 
| Chriftus; and Chriftiani, Chriſtiani; i, e. followers of the 
Prophe cier; and that therefore the meanin gof the 68th ver. 
xxvi ch. of Matt. which runs thus, © ſaying, Propheſy 
« unto us, thou Chriſt, who i is he chat ſmote thee ! ** ij se- 
quivalent to faying, Propheſy unto us, thou prophecier, 
who | is, &c. And that this manner of writing Chriſtos | 
was well known to the ancients appears from Lad. VI. 
266. former ed. of heathen Teſtimonies vol. I. 364, who 
ape, but it is is well known that our Saviour was ſome- 
< times called Chre/tus by heathen people.” It is thus writ- 
ten in n Suetonius andinthe Philopatris, a work erroneouſly aſ- 
cribed to Lucian, being, in the opinion of Moyle and Lard- 
ner, a work of the fourth century. And that this was a re- 
Proachſul term is evident from the pains that Tertullian and 
Ladtantius have taken to ſet the heathens right uren this 
bead, 
and the language ſpoken by the Jews. V. Jol. L. 6. e. 6. F. 2. Laid. 5. 


9. 3- former Ed. 1. 113. Alſo Joſ. de B. Jud. in Pr. Sect. 1. Lard. 7. 105 


ſormer Ed. 1. 129. 


(9 ) 
head, whoby this name diſtinguiſhed the followers of Jeſus, 


Their words, which will be found in the margin of the 
page juſt cited from Lardner, are © Perperam Chreſtianus 
pronuntiatur a vobis,“ &c. Tert, Ap. c. 3. Sed ex- 
ponenda hujus nominis ratio eſt, propter ignorantium er- 
rorew, qui cum immutata litera Chreſtum ſolent dicere.“ 
Lactantius, Divin. Juſt, I. 4. e. 7. If this origin for the 
name be admitted, it will afford the ſtrongeſt evidence of 
Jeſus having propheſied that remains on record; for, it 
is the teſtimony of heathen enemies and unbelievers ; ; and, 
as no effect 1 is without a proportionate cauſe, they would 

never have called him a prapbeeier if he had not propheſi ed, 

or made pretenſions to it, Now we know of no prophe- 
T cies attributed to Jeſus, ſave thoſe mentioned i in the goſ- 
pels. That he did ſay every thing aſcribed to him i in 
them I by no means credit ; ; being convinced that every 
book of the New Teſtament 1 is ſpurious ; * that is, that 
the books of the New Teſtament were compoſed by other 

perſons. than thoſe whoſe names they bear ; and that, 

except the perſon who wrote Mark's goſpel, the writers | 
of the other Goſpels appear, by their | e of the lo- 
C | cal 
„ Let not the timid reader be alarmed at this affertion, Spurlous works 
have ever been grounded upon real undeniable facts; and therefore may be eſ- 


teemed a concluſive argument as to the reality of the principal fact upon which 
they are moulded, 


63 
cal cuſtoms and manners of the Jews, not to have been 


Jews themſelves, and therefore unworthy of credit, except 


inaſmuch as they are ſupported by Mark's goſpel : beſides, 
that Mark's goſpel is even very conſiderably interpolated 
we have the teſtimony of Jerom. To attempt to prove the 
1 puriouſneſs of theſe books To diſcover the true goſpel of . 
Mark— To prove the divine miſſion of Jeſus — And the 
ſpurioufneſs of thoſe writings aſcribed to the Fathers for 
the firſt and ſecond centuries, and this almoſt without ex- 
ception, will be the object of the work alluded to now in 
the pieſs. | Beſides, I do not think that there is ſufficient 
rea.on to induce us to conclude that the Jews in their a- 
nointed (our Chriſt) expected any thing more than a 
prince, or a line of princes, or temporal governots, un- 
der whom they were to enjoy that happineſs foretold by 7 
their prophets. But to return from this digreſſion. | | 
Is it not almoſt the uniform aſfertion of the ancients chat 
John wrote his goſpel after the other evangeliſts? and that 
= becauſe thethree firſt evangeliſts treated only of the huma- | 
nity of Jeſus ; 5 whereas i it was allotted to be his part, as be- 
ing the moſt excellent of the apoltles, to treat of what re- 
ſpected his divinity, I aſk you then, could the writers who 
_ allert this; to wit, Clement of Alexandria, Theodore, Je- 


rome, Coſmas, (vide Lardner's Teſtimonics,) make ſuch an 


aſſertion, 


ME | 


aſſertion, or aſſign ſuch a reaſon, for John's writing his 


goſpel, if the phraſe Son of God neceſſarily inferred div] 
nity ? for, if ſo, the three firſt evangeliſts, having ap- 
plied this term to Jeſus, of courſe ati med his divinity, 
The paſſage you adduce, page 50, from the firſt epiſtle 
of Clemens Romanus, Laidner has alſo tranſcribed 
therefore | preſume, that, as you were upon the ſearch 
for the /ronge/? paſſage in proof of Clemens“ s belief in the 
divinity of Jeſus, that a Aronger one could not be found; 
and, as you will find the ſame paſſage in Lardner, No. 
"Us I truſt that you will acquit him with reſpect to this 
| primitive F ather. But, if you examine the lecond vol. 
of Lardner, laſt edition, p. 23, (former edition, p · 49.) 
you will find theſe words. Photius commends the e- 
© piſtle in the main, But RiJl he ſays, © There are ſeveral 
« things in it liable to cenſure, One i is, that the writer, 
though he calls our Lord High-Prieſt and Patron, giyes 
him none of the higher and more droine titles. H owever, 
* he does not any where openly blaſpheme him.“ That i . 
in modern language, it is a Socinian epiſtle, So, upon 
« many occalions, Photius i is apt to cenſure antient wri- 
oy ters, , who come not up to the orthodoxy of his time. So, 
Sir, it ſeems that the orthodexy Photius was of opinion, 
that divinity was not to be found in this primitive Father; 
and, ſhould any one be ſurpriſed that the Socinian Lard- 
: 3: „ 


4 

ner, filled with prejudices in favour of his heretical ſenti- 
ments, ſhould not have diſcovered it. But it may be that 
you imagine, from your adducing the paſſage which you 
have adduced, that it neceſſarily infers Deity, and therefore 
that Photius erred in his judgement, and that Lardner was 
not juſtified i in calling it a Socinian epiſtle. However, let the 
reader judge. Vour words are, p. 50, Our Lord Je- 
s ſus Chriſt, who is the ſceptre of the majeſty of God, came 
e not in the ſhew of pride and arrogance, as he might have 
— done, but i in humility, as the Holy Ghoſt had before ſpo- 
4% ken concerning him.“ 1 preſume you will not diſpute 
that the ſeepire never yet was ſuppoſed to be equal to the 
holder of it, therefore your producing this paſſage mili- 
tates againſt modern orthodoxy, which teaches us, that 
the Son is equal to the Father. I ſhall make no obſerva- 
tion upon the paſſage adduced from the 2d epiſtle of Cle- 
ment, as Lardner ſays, t hat it plainly is not his; and you 
yourſelf ſeem to imply ſomething ſimilar, by ſaying that 
the firſt epiſtle was never * diſputed, plainly inferring that 


the ſecond was. 


P. 5 3. you ſay, ce Juſtin Martyr, i in his dialogue with : 
a Trypho the Jew, properly applies his own ſcripture to 
© convince him that Chrift is to be worſhipped as in Pl, 


0 xliy, cr xlv. ver. 12. as it lands i in our tranſlation, He 


6156 


T 33") 


is thy Lord Ged, worſhip him; wherein the plalmiſt pro- 


< phetically points out the majeſty of Chriſt's kingdom and 


© the duty of his church; proving thence that both God 
and Chriſt are to be worſhipped : and then he aſks Try- 


© pho, Whether he knew any other mentioned in Scrip- 


© ture to be adored as Lord and God beſides the Maker of 
© this world and Chriſt? ? wherein he ſhews that both one : 


and the other i is ſuch, The ſame he proves from other 


8 Scriptures, but yet he teaches, in his A pology, that none 
« but the true God i is to be worſhipped. 'The conſequence 
* is plain, as has been already obſerved, that he believed 


0 Chriſt to be the true God, and that as ſuch he ought to 


q be adored, 4 Your comment and concluſion I ſhall not 


diſpute, though methinks it would be Kill clearer were 


theſe paſſages all taken from the ſame tract. However, 


it lay not within Lardner's plan to notice this paſſage. 


His object was to find alluſions or citations to the writings 


of the New Telament, and not to the Pſalms ; therefore | 


: I hope you will acquit him upon this count, 


P. 545 you cite a paſſage® from Athenagoras, but Lard- 
_« cites the lame, V. No. 53 therefore I preſume that 


there was not a paſſage i in this writer more expreſlive of 


Chriſt's divinity, otherwiſe you ſhould have inſtanced it. 
cans 8 


* «© The Father Te the Son 1 one, and the Son being 1 in the Fathers | 


& and the F ather i in the Son,”? 
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P. 54, you cite two paſſages® from Theophilus, biſhop 
of Antioch ; one of which you will find more fully in 
Lardner, in No. 5 ; the other you will find in No. 21. 
Again, p. 54, you cite two paſſages from Irenzus ; 
| Lardner ciies one of them, x that which alludes to Paul's 
Epiſtle to the Romans 3 with regard to the other, which 
| alludes to the Pſalms, as ! have already obſerved, it did 
not lie within his plan, 


p. 56. 5 Tertullian. you fay, © likewiſe juſtifies our 
.0 tranſlation. of St. Paul, Philip ii. 6, for, theſe are bis 


word = 
. Theſe things, ſays he, the holy Scriptures teach us, and all who are 
446 moved by the Holy Spirit, among whom John ſays, Is the beginning Was 
« the word, and the word was with Cod; ſhewing, that, after the firſt, God 
& was alone, and in him was the word. Then he ſays, and the word abcr 
« God, &c." And again, F or, before that any thing was ns; he had 
c him for his counſellor, being his underſtanding and wiſdom. But, when he 
« determined to make theſe things about which he had taken counſel, he 
cc brought forth from himſelf this word, the firſt- born of every creature,” 

1 ⸗ . beſe are the F athers, and of * as Face aing the fleſh, Chr, iſt came, 
| | 40 abo is over all, Ged ble ſed for ever, Amen. c By which, you ſay, he 
: 4 | plainly Akai no other reading or conſtruction beſides the recited one, 
© which is followed by Tertullian, and others in the ſubſequent ages. How- 
= ever, Iam obliged to you for informing me that Humaniſm, or that Chriſt was 
only a mere man, was a notion not totally unknown in the time of Paul, You 
: ſay, For, in order to prove, againſt the heretics of that time, that they could 


« not think the Emmanuel to be a man only, he introduces this paſſage of Paul's 


0 concerning Iſrael ; Whoſe are the F. athers, ce. 


( ns ) 

words, * Sermo enim Deus, qui in effgie Dei conſtitutus 
© exiſtimavit parari Deo: thought it not robbery to be 
© equal with God. And again, in his book againſt Prax- 
, ch. 7. and 22. ſaying, [ and my Father are one, he 
* ſhews that there were two, whom he joins together as 
© equals, (quos æquat et jungit.)— But above all, Ter- 
2 tullian alludes, i in the ſame book againſt Praxeas, ch. 25. 

© to St, John' s famous text, 1 John v. 7. Connexus patris 
in filio, et filii in paracloto tres efficit cohærentes alte - 
rum ex altero, qui tres unum ſunt, non unus; anſwering 

« exaRly to the rè & in the original; not one Perſon, but 
one Being, He adds, Quomodo dictum eſt, Ego et Pater 
© unum ſumus, ad ſubſtantiz unitatem non ad numeri ſin- 
5 « gularitatem.” This laſt paſſage is thus noticed by 

Lardner, vol. II. p. 276, for. Ed. p. 619. lt is ſuppoſed : 
g by ſome learned men that Tertullian has alladed to the 
© diſputed text which we have i in 1 John, ver. 6, 7. I have 
© put his words i in the margin:“ 3 Cæterum, de meo ſu- 
. met, inquit, ſicut ĩpſe de Parris. lia connexus Patris i in 
« F ilio, et Filii in Paracleto, tres efficit cohzrentes, alte- 
« rum ex altero. Qui tres unum ſunt, non unus. Quo- 
©« modo dictum eſt, Ego et Pater unum ſumus: ad ſubſtan- 
e tiæ unitatem, non ad numeri fingularitatem,” The at- 
tentive reader will perceive ſome differences between you 
in the punctuation. Methinks that the omitiing the ita, 


and 


| 
B 
1 
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and the preceding part of the paragraph materially fa- 


vours your own ſide of the argument, making Tertullian 


ſpeak poſitively ; whereas he ſpeaks by ſimilitude. The 
other paſſage I do not ſee in Lardner. But you muſt well 


know that his object was to collect teſtimonies only to 


authenticate each book of the New Teſtament; and, 


when he got one ſufficiently clear, that nothing more 
ſhould fairly be required. Had he not introduced a paſ- 
ape, which alludes to the Ep. to the Philippians, in that 

caſe your cenſure would hold good, But might not 


| Lardner have another reaſon ? You know that he was a 


lover of the Scriptures of the New Teſtament, and how 


much he exerted himſelf to prove them the genuine and 
authentic writings of the perſons whoſe names they bear ; * 
and might he not think that the paſſage you introduce was 
2 ſort of contradiction to the one he introduces in allu- 


ſion to Rom. ix. 5. « ] will therefore by no means ſay. 


ce Gods and Lords; ; but 1 will follow the Apoſlle, ſo that 


é if the Father and the Son are to be mentioned together, 

& I will ſay God the Father, and Jeſus Chriſt the Lord, But, 
« when 1 mention Chriſt only, I can call him Ged, as the | 
« Apofile does ; $22 6 Of whom Cbri 97 came, who i is, ſays he, 


over all, God bleſſed for ever.” In the firſt paſſage, cited by 


you, p. 135 Chriſt is made equal to God; but by this paſ- 


ſage 


EMA 


ſage it appears, that, when the Father and Jeſus are men- 


tioned together, that his proper appellation, according to 
Tertullian, is Lord, and not God. Theſe ſceming con- 


tradictions muſt amuſe ſcofters, and, U think, had better 


not needleſsly to have been laid before them, I ſhall 


make no obſervation on your quotation from the teſta- 


ment of the twelve Patriarchs, that being a ſpurious work. 


'F truſt now, Sir, that you will agree with me that your 


enſure upon Lardner's works, if you intended to convey. 
„ 


one, is totally done away; and, as your production 


ſtrikes me to be the reſult of convistion, and to come 


from a perſon tempered. by years, and therefore duly. 


ſenſible of the duty (chat cardinal duty of doing to others 


ms we would be done by) either of unſeying what cannot be 
ſupported conſiſtently with ſtrict truth, which to the tru- 
ly virtuous and religious muſt be a ſource of great ſatif- 
faction, when warmth or inattention betrays them into 
expreſſions which affect the moral character, but, above 
all the moral character of the dead, and I may add , too, the 
blotleſs charaQer of the amiable and learned Dr. Lard- 


ner, or that you will clearly ſhew its juſtneſs. 


Having n now finiſhed what 1 bad at firſt propoſed, IL 
ſhall take 6 fight furvey of go” pamphlet. 


8 „ You 


4 
ths; 0 


2 
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Vou du. it page, « The ſeveral writers of the ages 
© next ſucceeding that of the Apoſtles, who are commonly 
<called the Apoſiolical Fathers,” muſt be allowed is 
© be competent witneſſes of what was taught and done 
1 the Apofiles chemſelves ; as theſe likewiſe muſt be 


* 


0 allowed to have underſtood the meaning of their Maſter 


4 Ce} * 4 
< in the directions he gave them concerning the diſcipline = 
4 


« and government of his church, If they had not un- 


0 derſtood bim aright, ne would certaialy have corrected 


their miſtaken notions s, in this reſped, after his reſur- 


0 © re&tion, as he did their miſconceptions of the nature of 


© his kingdom before his death. If this deg ree of credit 


4 be denied to the authority of the Apoſtles, or their 1 im- 


s * mediate ſucceſſors, the primitive Fathers, which is given T 


« to writers of every other denomination, we muſt lay 


TE e no refs upon the teſtimony of either. Such a ſove · 


5 reign- contempt for the decifion of the latter will, it is 
< to be feared, tend to- diminiſh the reverence which is 
6 due to the relations of the former and, though it bs 
« not required. that the authority of both ſhould be held 


2 © equally facred, yet the oppugners of a religious eſta- ö 


38 2 * bliſhmehe, founded upon their concurrent evidence, 


0 © carefully tranſmitted from one age to another, muſt be 


| 6 aware, that, what true religion would loſe. by diſcard- 


's + ing both, can be of no adraptage to the falſe ; inſomuch 


e 


(19 „ 


4 as | they deprive themſelves of the lame ſources from 


© whence. they endeavour to derive the corruption of 


5 Chriſtianity, as they do us, who prove its genuineneſs 
© from thence. Our dedaAions, indeed, are diametri- 


0 cally oppoſite; dut when it is found that the pfnchee 


* the church, which is. matter of fact, eee 


c with the doAtine* which, as a church, we maintain; 


os and that both j join to ſupport each other, we cannot, 


9 by any fair reaſoning, be ſuppoſed to bave — 


C ſtood or miſinterpteted either.” 


The force of this paragraph [ apprehend is entirely ener- : 


vated, by obſerving, that the 7 me authority here addu- 
ced, that of the Apoſtles and their immediate ſucceſſors 
even in continuation for at leaſt ſour centuries, aſſures us 
that, i in their own life-time, and for four centuries after 


not only that the Apoſbles themſelves were oppoſed, bet 


alſo their orthadax ſucceſſors; their opponents affirming, _ 


| ſome, as the Gnoſtics and the Doce: , chat the orthodox 


2 hs * 


taught what was unworthy of Chriſt; others, as the E- 


bionites, that Jeſus was but a mere man. Now we know 


from hiſtory that theſ⸗ ewoſeftsc co ontinued for four centurics kt 


in veiy conſiderable numbers, | in thoſe countries in which 


e . 


Chriſtianity was received, and that the Orthodox did nor 


make any conſiderable number of proſely ytes, from either of 


: » © ; | them, 
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them, till after the time of Conſtantine ; who, embracing 


orthodoxy, perſecuted the Ginoſtics and Sabellians, toge- 
ther with the Arians and Heathens; and, when the A- 
rians had poſſeſſion of the Imperial throne, it is well 


known that they were equally implacable againſt thoſe 


who differed from them, but particularly againſt the Hu- 


maniſts, during which perſecutions the orthodox Chriſ- 5 


tians, or reigning ſect, ſcrupled not to betray and diſ- 


cover their heretical brethren to government, — a thing 
' unknown during the heathen perſecutions, This perſe- 


eution, by the Orthodox or Arians, was carried on with 


ſuch implac ability, and lo ly tematically, that, independente 


: ly of perſonal ſufferings, notaſingle product on, prior tothe 


Council of Nice,, of che Ebionites, or of the Sabellians, 


or of theHumaniſte, has deſcended to us, though many of 


them were allowed, even by their adverſaries, to have been 


men of ſhining abilities, which they diſplayed in their he- 


retical writings 3 3 nor have the Gaoſlic writings ſared a 


whit better. So that orthodoxy may juſtly be ſaid, like 


Mahometaniſm, to have been more indebted to the ſ word, 


or violence, for its propagation, than to argument, F or, 


it is evident, even from the writings of the F athers them- = 
ſelves, that the bulk of the people continued heathens till 
the time of I heodoſius, Now, ſeeing that there were four | 


ſects who admitted the divine miſſion of J eſus, namely,—The ; 


* a 


Ebionitcs, 
7 „ 5 


CD) 
Ebionites, who thought Jeſus to be a divine Meſſenger, 
though not the Chriſt or Meſfiah ;— The Gnoſtics, who 
thought Chriſt to be totally deity; ;— The Humaniſts whe 
held Jeſus to be the Chriſt, though a man, without any dei- 
ity .—and the Orthodox, who eſteemed him to be both 
man and God 1 in union z—and, as each of the three laſt ſets 
alleged apparently equal authorities for their very diſſimi- 
8 lar ſentiments, and as the contention was at laſt only de- 
termined by force and authority, which never produce 
conviction, I aſk which of theſe ſects ſhould we now, 
agreeabl y to reaſon and common ſenſe, moſt confidein, To 
enable the reader to form a proper Judgement, I ſhall here 
mark the characters of theſe different ſects ; H and, as there 
is no diſpute about what I am going to obſerve upon this 
head, that I know of, the reader may with more confidence 
form a judgement, if he ſhould happen to be unverſed i in 
ſubjecte of this nature. Firſt, the Gnoſtics are admitted 
by all to have been deeply converſant in the learning and 
the 5hilo! ſophy of the times; J hence they acquired the name 
a Gooſtics from the Orthodox, as perſons who would 
loro, or have regen, for every thing ;* for, the mean- 
Ing of the term in Greek is Inotbers; 3 and the ignorant 
and illiterate, eſpecially when enthuſiaſts and fanatical, 


bree ever prone to hold ſuch 1 in contempt, and to invent a 


nick- 


* See preliminary Diſquiſitions, 


622) 


nick - name to denote it. In like manner, how is the ſtu⸗ 


_ Cious and ſpeculative farmer, the mechanic, or merchant, 
created by the ignorant in the ſame line? Is it not by a 
nick name indicative of a contempt for learning! This 
to me appears a far more probable reaſon for the name 
than that uſually aligned z to wit, that the Gnoſtics um- N 
i it to denote their ſuperiority over ignorant orthodox 
| Chriſtians, * True learaing (and that the Gnoſtics were 
really ſearned and cloſe reaſoners abundantly appears 
from Lardner $ Hiſt, of Heretics;) true learning „Lay, 
and modeſty being e ever united, it would be contradicting 
numan experience were they, i in this inſtance, ſeparated, 
Paul of Samoſ ate, a and Photious, H umaniſts, were probab- 
17 the moſt learned Chriſtians of their times. On the other 
hand, the Ebionites are ſaid to have been plain men. The 
Jewiſh followers of Jeſus, his owa countrymen, were all | 
Ebionites ; ; the learned Symmachus was a Jew and. an E- 
bionite.— The Orthodox can only be known from their 
writings, which were ſo greatly admired, by themlelves, 
that they uſed to read them in time of ſervice for the ediſi- 
cation of their flocks, and were e deemed, by them, to be pro- 
duAions almoſt above human, Nay, our ſacred canon 
was upon the point of receiving ſome of them. But 
the taſte of the preſent times is much altered in this 


I for they, who have read the writings of the pri- 


e 1 mitive 


(45 3 


mitive Fathers, think them monuments of the loweſt ab- 


jectneſs of the human underſtanding. They cannot re- 
frain from ſmiling upon the recollection of the childiſh 
ſtories recited in them. I now aſk the reader, which of 
theſe three ſects was the moſt lixely to tell the truth, and 
nothing but the truth. The weakneſs and credulity of the 


laſt, independently of their being in general notori- 


ous liars, “ utterly diſqualiſy them from being at all attend- 
ed to. The learned (the Gnoſtics and Humaniſts) are gene- 


rally ſpeculators, therefore, adapting their future to their 


l ern 


former acquirements, they ſhould be attended to with 


— Vw Pn TIE A OT TT OI —— 2 — 
9 * * 8 » - 
* 1 * * . F ro hs — 


caution. The Ebionites, being plain men, were moſt | 
| likely to tell the truth, without adding or diminiſhing : 
beſides their being the countrymen of Jeſus, they 


„„ K ne ns re — 
. r 


as 


poſſeſſed far ſuperior opportunities of knowing the truth 
than the Gentile converts, who could only come to 


the knowledge of it through others, 


Page 5, &c. What you ſay, in reſpect of baptiſm, 8 
think, militates againſt yourſelf, We have no vriting . 
of the firft century in which it is ſaid, that Baptiſm was 
performed in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghoſt ; and no writings of the third 


and fourth centuries (ſuch being thoſe of Baſil, Am- I 1 
broſe, Didymus, and Cyprian which you cite, and im- | A 
Properly too, your Tract being divided into centuries, | 
_ therefore 


» V. Biſhop Horley $ rafts, p· 3557 for a character of the Fathers, 
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therefore the writings of different centuries ſhould not 
have been intermixed,) are admiſſible to prove (1 might 


ſay in expreſs contradiction to the writings of the fir/ 


century, for in theſe I only find Baptiſm in the name 


of Jeſus, or into Chriſt, or into Jeſus ; ; vide Acts ii. 


38. viii. 16. Rom. vi. 3. unleſs, indeed, that 1 Cor. 
12, 13. 40 For, by the Spirit are we all baptized into one 
body,“ be thought an exception, and equivalent to the 
Trinitarian mode) practices in the firſt century. But I 
ſhall go farther, and aſſert, that as the Apoſtles did not 
act agrecably to their Maſter” $ command with reſpect to 
baptiſm, that no ſuch order was given; for, to ſuppoſe 
them to have neglected. his orders or directions, or to be 


heedleſs with regard to them, is a ſuppoſition too unna- 


tural, and which no Catholic dare aſſert. I will alſo 


add here, en paſſant, that this command, ſo particularly . 


recorded in Mathew's goſpel, and not hinted at in any 


of the other goſpels, induces me to think, independently of 

many other reaſons, that this gol! pel was the laſt written 
of the goſpels; ; for, as to the. traditionary teſtimony of 

the Fathers reſpecting the time, order, &c. of the goſ- "A 
pels, I hold it in utter contempt, there being earch! y two 


of them who agree in what they ſay reſpecting them, as 


will moſt evidently appr from the Diſquiſition prefixed to 
my Oy of the Golpels, now in the preſs. 


Poe 


( 25 ) 
Page 11, You ſay, „The author of the Apoſtolical 
0 Conftitutioas, (whether i it was Clemens, or any other, 


eit matters not, for they are filled with uſefu] infor ma- 


1 tion concerning the diſcipline of the church at this 


, time,) has given us, &c. Am in the 18th century ? 


Ts this a paſſage out of one of the primitive Fathers ? 


No, truly. It belongs to the Rev, Dr, Knowles, Pre- 


bendary of Ely, in the year 1789. Is it poſſible that a 


reverend divine, in the 18ch century, will aſſert, it 


matters not whether a book be apochryphal or not, whe 


ther a book bears a living title or not? Many abſurdities 


Thave heard aſcribed to the primitive Fathers, but never 
a oreater one than this, Such conduct, openty avowed, 


would have been reprobated by them; which the fol- | 


lowing incident, mentioned by Lardner, [vol. 5. p 55. form. 


Ed. vol. 10. p. 1 36.] will prove. Lardner ſays, that 


N 


when Salvian, of Marſeilles, in the fifth century, 


N 


name, and with an epiſtolary addreſs, « To the catholic 


N 


= 


mothy,” Salonius, a Gallican biſhop, ſoon wrote to 


bim about it, and told him, that, “ unleſs he clearly 


* ſhewed the reaſon of that title, thoſe books ought to 


be reckoned \#pocryphal. ” Theſe books of Salvian, 


E © bore. 


publiſhed his books againſt covetouſneſs, without his own 


church ſpread all over the world,” in the name of Ti- 
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bore the name of an apoſtolical man, and therefore 


* 


appeared to make a claim to be eſteemed canonical ; 


6 


but, ſince they were not written by ſuch an one, they 


ought to be reckoned apocryphal; and though it is 


ſaid that many of theſe books, which were called apo- 


cryphal, were written by heretics, yet it can make but 


N 


little difference whether they are written by heretics or 
catholics, if they carry the name and title of apsftali- 
cal men, and are not really theirs.“ 

Vou ſay, page 12, In the form of prayer for conſe- | 


© Wating the water in baptiſm, &c,' ; For which practice 


vou quote the ſame apoſtolical Conſtitutions, as being, I 
preſume, an apoftolical injunction, or ſomething nearly = 
| tantamount, I beg leave therefore to be informed, whe- 
ther the church of England continues this goodly prac- 
tice. As I apprehend it does not, I think you ought to 
apply to your ordinary to have ſo neceſſary an ordinance 
re-eſtabliſhed, An act of parliament, I apprehend, will 
be indiſ penſable; butthatisa triflei inſuch a neceſſary work. 
1 own I have a curioſity to ſee how the people would re- 


ceive the intelligence of bly water being once more intro- 


duced i into the kingdom, 


Page 18. Vou cite the nnn Suppoſe I ſay 


that all inferences from this book prove nothing, be- 


; cauſe 


(412 
cauſe the work is ſpurious, what reply can you make? 
Now, Sir, I do aſſert it, and that it was deemed apo- 
chryphal and ſpurious, and contradicied, by ſeveral of the 
ancients. However, at preſent, I ſhall only cite the fol- 


lowing, Dionyſius, biſhop of Alexandria, © ſtyled,* as 


you obſerve, p. 62, © by the ancients, Dionyſius the g 


Great, upon account of his conſummate wiſdom and 


e prudence, the moſt amiable diſpoſition for moderation 5 


and candour, together with a profound learning in all 


0 ſciences.” Now, when f uch a perſon, as you repreſent, wrote 
expreſily to prove that the Revelations were not written by 

John the Evangelilt methinks it ſhould ſhake the cre - 
dit of that book very much. It is impoſible for any 


ſcholar not to have known this fat, and to have con- 


AD. 
274 


cealed this from, or rather not to have acquainted, your 


reader, that there were doubts about its authenticity, I 


apprehend ſhould not have been expecled from a candid 


critic; a critic, who, as far as I am capable of judging 


of language, has cenſured Lardner for management upon 


a fimilar caſe; 5 dut for which 1 truſt that I have ſhewn 


he was unjuſtly cenſured. A critic, Who cenſures, 


ought ſurely to be ſecure himſelf from a like cenſure ; 3 but : 


wherefore ali this? Have you not already aſſerted, that 


it matters not whether a book be aprochryphal or not? I 


„„ 


(28 } 
ſhall not blot out what I have written, but acknowledge 


I have cenſured where, agreeably to your principles, I 
had no right, Having ſaid, that the book of Revela- 
tions is ſpurious, Kc. my next authority for this aſſer- 
tion will be Euſebius, the learned biſhop of Ceſarea. 
The paſſage you will find in Lardner's works, laſt 
Ed. Vol. IV. p- 227, form. Ed. vol. 8. p- 95. 
«< But,” fays Eoſebius, it will be proper here to enume- 


© rate, in a ſummary' way, the books of the New Teſta- 


© ment which have been already mentioned. And, inthe 


8 firſt place; are to be ranked the ſacred four goſpels; 5 
a then the Acts of the Apoſtles: after that are to be reck- 
2 oned the Epiſtles of Paul: in the next place] that called 
© the firſt Epiſtle of John, and the Epiſtle of Peter, are to 
Che eſteemed authentic, i After theſe is to be placed, if i it 
© be thought fir, the Revelation of John, about which 
- we ſhall obſerve the different opinions at a proper ſeaſon. 
Of the controverted, but yet well- known or approved 
s by the many, (tais pollois, ) are that called the Epiſtle of 
0 James and that of Jude, and the 2d of Peter, and the 
« 24 and 3d of John, whether they were written by the 
1 Evangeliſt or by another of che lame name. Among the 
« ſpur ious are to be placed the acts of Paul, and the book 
© intitled the Shepterd, and the Revelation of Peter; and 
* belides theſe, that called the Epiſtie of Barnabas, and 


1 the 


49 2 | 
© the book called the Doctrines of the Apoſtles: and : 
© moreover, as I ſaid, the Revelation of John, if it ſeem 
6 meet ; which ſome, as I have ſaid, rejected; others 
© reckon among the books univerſally* received. Among 

© theſe alſo, ſome have reckoned the goſpel according to 
C the Hebrews, which the Hebrews, who have embraced 
© Chriſt, make uſe of. All theſe may be reckoned con- 
; e troverted. It was however needful that I ſhould put 
« down a catalogue of theſe alſo, diſtinguiſhing the ſcrip- 
© tures which, according to the eccleſiaſtical tradition, 
Lare true, genuine, and UN LVERSALLY acknow- 
| $ ledged, from thoſe others that ARE NOT in the Teſta- 
ment, but are controverted, and yet appear to have been 
© known to many.” 1 hence infer, that, in the time of 
Euſebius, thoſe only were admitted into the Teſtament 
wbich, according to eccleſiaſtical tradition, were true, 
genuine, and univerſally acknowledged, and theſe only 
are thoſe mentioned in the firſt place; 0 wit, the four 
goſpels, and the acts of the apoſtles and 13 epiſtles of 
Paul. The reader, unverſed in theſe ſubjects, may 
poſſibly give me little thanks, if he is timorous, for pro- 
ducing a paſſage which ſhews to him that many books, 
in my opinion nine, [for Euſebius, in another place, 
' obſerves that Paul's Epiſtle to the Heb, was by ſome reject- 
| ed, 


* What frontleſs liars! 


1 


ed, as contradicted by the church of the Romans, as not 


being Paul's,] which are now included in our canon, 


were not ſo in the time ef Euſebius: however, though 


clearly ſatisfied myſelf as to the number, let the reader 


judge for himſelf. — Coſmas, of Alexandria, ſays, 


46 


[Lardner 5. 267, former Edition, 11, 269,] *1 for- 


bear to allege arguments from the catholic epiſ- 
tles; becauſe, from ancient time, the church 8 
has looked upon. them as of doubiful authority ; ; and, 


of all who have written commentaries upon the di- 


vine ſcriptures, not one has taken notice of the ca- 


tholic epiſties ; ; and all, who have given an account of 


the canonical books of divine ſcripture, have ſpoken 


of them as doubtful ; ; particularly Irenæus, Biſhop of 


Lyons, a man of great note and eminent piety, who 


lived not long after the apoſtles; ; and Euſebius Pam- 


Phili , and Atbanaſi us, Biſhop of Alexandria; and An- 


pbilebiur, Biſhop of Iconium, friend of the bleſſed Bai, 


in his Iambics to Seleucus, expreſsly declares them 


doubifel. In like manner Severian, Biſhop of Gabala, 
in his book againſt the Jews, rejeQs mem; for as : 


much as moſt men ſay they are not writings of the 


apoſtles, but of ſome others, who were elders only. 


And, agreeably hereto, Euſebius Pamphili, in his ec- 
dean uf, ſays, that at Epheſus are two mo- 


4 numents, 


—NUUNU—U U k! — — —„— GP CE COS 


1 


t numents, one of John the Evangeliſt, and another of 


C John the Elder, who wrote two of the catholic epiſ- 


tles, even the ſecond and third, inſcribed after this 


© manner, © The Elder to the elect Lady, and the El- 


bs der to the beloved Gaius 2 and both he and Irenæus 


Py ſay, that but 400 are written by apoſtles, | even the 


5 ff of Peter and the fir/t of John; 3 and ſome ſay, that 
neither are they written by apoſtles but by elders only. 


* They argue in this manner: The epiſtles of John are 


numbered the firſt, ſecond, and third, as being all 


Cc 


6 the firſt of Peter and the ficſt of John.) Among 


; I mean the epiſtle of James, the epiſtle of Peter, 


and the epiſtle of John, they have not the reſt. Upon 


deavour to confirm any thing by doubiful books, when 


c the books in the Teſtament, acknnuledged by all, have 
i « ſufficiently declared all things needful to be known, 


concerning the heavens, and the eacth, and the ele- 


ments, and the whole Chriſtian doQrine,” T preſ ume then 


3 that the manner in which 1 underſtand Euſebius i is confirm- 


ed by what is here alleged from Coſmas. Lard. ſays, vol. 
5+ P. 270, uo. ic, ſed 3. form, Ed, II, p. 276.0 that, from 


the 


written by one and the ame perſon, Others receive 


the epiſtle of James together with theſe two, (that 10 


the e are found only the three before mention= 


the whole it Joes not become a perfect Chriſtian to en. 
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1 
t theentireomiſſion of any mention of the book of Revelation, 


© in this work of Coſmas, which, as it is of ſome 


S length, and much is there ſaid about the Scriptures: of 
© the Old and New Teſtament, muſt be an argument 


© that it was not received by him.“ 1 alſo obſerve that, 
whether he received it or not, as it was doubtleſs not 
| acknowledged by all, which Coſmas makes the 2 of ca- 
nonical books, he muſt have deemed it of dubious authori- 
ty and therefore improper to be adduced to prove any 


doctrine, or things need ful to be known. However it 


is likely that he eſteemed i it ſpurious, as being i in the claſs 


| of thoſe notoriouſly ſpurious works, mentioned by Euſebi= 
us, but which in like manner he takes no notice of, as the 


acts of Paul, the ſhepherd, &c. Amphilochius, [Lard, 4. 


414, form. ed. 9. 148. ] ſays © The Revelation of St, John 


2 ĩö approved by ſome, but the majority ( pleious) ſay it is ſpu- 
_ rious. The council of Laodicea, A. D. 368, did not reck- 
on the Revelations of John i in their catalogue oi f canonical 


books, [Lardner 4 vol. 309. former Edition, 8, 289. J and 


Caius, whom you yourſelf have quoted, and there- 


fore whom I preſume you will deem good authority in a 


queſtion of this nature, is ſo far from attributing this book 


to John the Evangeliſt, that he affirms it to have been 


the compoſition of Cerinthus, the heretic, [Lard, 
vol. ®: f. 378, form. Ed, v. 37 p. 32.] It hence evidently 


follows 


F TN 
Follows that, unleſs proofs from apocryphal books be ad- 


mitted, nothing concluſive, in favour of Chriſt's divinity, 


or, contrariwiſe, can be inferred from the book of Reve- | | 
lations, I ſhall proceed, however, to notice what you [| 
obſerve from that book, | bs 1 
You ſay, p. 18. « Rev, Chap. 5, ver. 8. And, when he . | 


* had taken the book, the four beaſts, and four and twenty 


* elders, fell down before the Lanb, having every one of 1 
them barpr, and gold vials full of odours, which are the 9 05 
3 prayers of the ſaints, Some,” you ſay, © underftand by 9. | if 


* the four beafts, or rather, as it ſhould be tranſlated, 
2M the ling creutures; the Chriſtian Church i in the four 
* corners of the world, or the whole body of the faith- : 
* ful; 5 others think that they are bicroglyphical repre- 
ſentations of the evangelical nature.” Methinks 


the conceits of the two famous fathers of the church 


merited to be noticed: for they, Jerome and Auguſtine, 
ſuppoſed that the four beaſts were ſymbols of the evan- 
geliſts, but perhaps you might think this a dangerous ex- 
s poſition; ; for, were two of the apoſtles thus employed, 
| perhaps incredulous perſons might fancy that two of the 
| twelve thrones, promiſed by Jeſus to his apoſtles, where- 
on to ſit while judging the twelve tribes of Iſrael, 
might be vacant, and, of courſe, that two of them would 
7 be 
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be otherwiſe employed than what he had promiſed. V, 


Mat. 19. 28. You ſay, p. 19. ver. 11. And J be- 
* held, and 1 heard the voice of many angel round about 
© the throne, and the beaſts and the elders Ver. 12. 


. Saying, with a loud voice, Mor thy i 15 the lamb that was 


< flain, to receive power, and riches, and wiſdom, and 


85 firength, and honour, and glory, and 5150 ing. In this the 
angels acknowledge, as the church had done, the in- 
5 finite merits of the Lord Jeſus, the Saviour and Re- 
0 deemer of the world, who, as ſuch, is worthy of all 


. * the homage and ſervice which the hoſts of heaven can 


give him, throughout the endleſs ages of eternity,” 


1 13 that the angels alſo acknowledge that the 


Lamb received power, wiſdom, glory, &c. which infers | 


: great inequality. 


Page 20, Ver. I 3 L 4 every creature which is in 


6 heavens and on the earth, and under the earth, and ſuch 
* as are in the ſea, and all that are in them, beard 2 
I foying,. Bleffi Ing, and bonour, and glory, and power, be 

1 unto him that ſit teeth upon the throne, and unto the 

_ Lan, \ for ever and ever. Here the two Perſons i in the 
« Godhead, Father and Son, are diſtinguiſhed from each 

in other, as they bore diſtinct parts in the oeconomy of 
our ſalvation.” Yes truly are they diſtinguiſhed here, 


which is more than the mudern orthodox do ; for, theſe 


©. v4 


affirm 


3 Wy 5 
afficm that Father, Son, and Holy- Ghoſt, are one, inſe- 
parably ſo; but here a contrary doarine is ſet forth, 


and which will appear ſtill more evident from ver. 6, 7. 


of this chap. « And J beheld, and lo, in the mig of the 
« throne, and of the four beaſts, and in the midſt of the el- 


© ders, STOON a Lamb, as it had been lain, having ſeven : 


«c Horns and ſeven eyes, which are the ſeven ſpirits of God, 


ſent forth unto all the earth. And he CAME and TOOK 


© the book out of the right dun of him that SAT upon the 


„ obbiims.? I therefore think that the orthodox ſhould 


thank me for ſhewing to my readers that this book is 


: ſpurious ; for, were it genuine, they muſt give up their 
notion of a trinity in unity, and of the equality. of the 


the gon to the F ather, The moſt inattentive reader can 


ſcarcely mils obſerving, that the Holy-Gholt ; is entirely 
omitted in theſe paſſages of the evangeliſt, or author, 
as much as if he knew nothing of him. That I do not 
miſrepreſent the orthodox ſentiment reſpecting the trinity 
in unity, I truſt, will appear from the following paſ- 
3 ſage of Horlley, p. 262. laſt. ed. © ],” the biſhop ſays, 
« maintain, that the three perſons are one Being ; one, by 
© mutual relation, indiſſoluble connection, and gradual | 


* ſubordination : ſo fridtly one, that any individual 


4 thing, 1 in the whole world of matter and of ſpirit, pre- 


F 2 | © ſents 


(36) 85 
© ſents but a faint ſhadow of their unity. 1 maintain, 
© that each perſon, by himſelf, is God; becauſe each 
* poſleſles fully every attribute of the divine nature, 
But I maintain, that three perſons are all included in 
0 the very idea of a God; and that, far that reaſon, as 
well as for the identity of the attributes in each, it 

6: were impious and abſurd to ſay, there are three Gods.“ 
Page 35. You aſcribe the Philopatris to Lucian 
Moyle, with whom Lardner agrees, places it in the be- 

2 ginning of the fourth century, which, I apprehend, is ſoon 

enough; for, though I will admit that a trinity in unity 

was known i in the time of Lucian, yet I believe you will a 
find! it difficult toſhew that it's cooverſe, an unity in trinity, 
was known, even for a century aſter. And, as you ob- 
ſerve that the whole of the Philopatris is a banter upon 
Chriſtianity, this /a/? notion, which the author exerciſes 
. wit upon, muſt have been very common, for, other- 
wiſe, the wit would net have been reliſned. 

Page 39. 4: There was, you ſay, no ane in high- 
er repute, in this century, for ſoundneſs of faith and 
« piety of life, than Melita, the Biſhop of Sardis. A- 
bout the year 170, when the perſecution began to rage 
+ violently againſt the Chriſtians, he, among others, 

+ pieſented an apology in their behalf to the ſame empe- 


6 ror, 


0 37 
F ror, (Marcus Aurelius,) wherein he tells bim, © that 


„they were nat worſhippers of ſtones, which are void 
te of ſenſe, but adorers of the only God, who is before 
be and above all things, and of bis Chriſt, who is truly 
ge the word. of God be fore all ages.” Intimating that 
8 thie could not be accounted idolatry in them, as was 
c the nature of that worſhip which the heathens paid to 
e their gods; but that the adoration of Chriſt, together 
© with the Father, was in truth the adoration of the true. 
C Godhead.” So then, according to Melito and the reverend 

Prebendary of Ely, the true Godhead i is compoſed of the 
Father and Chriſt. 1 really thought, with Bp Horſley, 

that the Holy Ghoſt was a neceſſary ingredient; but, 
1 forget, that it is a part of the orthodox faith, that, 
when the Father alone is mentioned, the two other per- 
ſons, Son and Holy Ghoſt, are underftood; and that, when 
the Father and Son are mentioned, the Holy Ghoſt is 
neceſſarily inferred; and contrariwile : : no doubt of i it, 
this is a convenient mode to avoid difficulties : in 
this relpect. it is equally uſeful as the two natures in 
Chriſt, As the orthodox did not vorſhip Chriſt for 
upwards of balf a century after Melito, V. n. 22. p. 46. | 
pre. diſq. it is eyident that this paſſage, teaching a dif- 

ferent practice, muſt be an interpolation ; 3 0. which is 


5 
1 


EMT. 
a truth, that it is a ſpurious writing, forged in the 3d 


century, and aſcribed to a ficttitious Bp of Sardis. 

Page 62. You ſay, © Infomuch that Paul Samoſate- 
© nus, the heretical Biſhop of Antioch, tried to ſuppreſs 
them, Hymns of Nepos,] by introducing ethers in their 
bh fad. * Iwiſh to know, fir, what authority you have 
for this aſſertion, Lardner ſays, 3 v. p. 8. form, ed. 4. ; 
630. and he gives an exact tranſlation of Euſebius, (the 


original being in the margin,) and as it is from the ſame 


which you yourſelf allude to, © that he had laid aſide | 


© the hymns uſually ſung i in honour of our Lord Jefas 


* Chriſt, as modern, and the compoſiti ſtion of modern men. 
Here is no mention of c introducing others i in their tead.* 
Page 63. What you here allege from Novatus,* not 
Novatian, reſpecting the omnipreſence of Chriſt, you 
muſt know may be well anſwered by a paſſage from 
Facundus, who affirms, * that, though Mary and Mar- 
7 tha, the ſiſters of Lazarus, thought, that Jeſus was 
© the Son of Ged, yet they did not believe bim to be God 
"50 omnipreſent” V. Hiſtory of Opinions, 3 vol. p. 355+ » 

God forbid that what you farther obſerve, in . ſame 
| Page, 


* The reader Is equi to look back to n, 235 of the preliminary 4. 
quiſticn, 3 | 


book of Euſebius, it may poſſibly be the ſame paffage 1 


( 39 ) 
Page, be well founded, to wit, © curſed is the hope 
that is placed only in man,” for, if Jeſus be found 


to have been only a mere man, and you muſt know 


that this is now the opinion of many learned men, 


in what a miſerable predicament: the followers of eſta- 


bliſhed orthodoxy, as well as the Humaniſts, throughout 5 


Chriſtendom, muſt be! 
Page 73. You ſay, In what remains of his (Gre- 


© gory Thaumaturgus) works there is an ample con- 


feſſion of his faith, or A creed, which he framed for 


8 the uſe of his church, in which he declared his un- 
4 feigned belief i in the divinity of God, the Son, and the 
« Holy Ghoſt.” 80 then this creed is genuine. Doubt- 
| leſs Gregory Nyſſen affirms that he compoſed and wrote 
it, and that too after he was inftruQed by John, the 
Evangeliſt, who, at the inſtigation of the Virgin Mary, | 


the mother of our Lord, taught him the © myſtery of pi- 


ety; for both theſe perſonages deſcended from heaven 


and appeared to Gregory, while in deep meditation; 


and, it ſeems, for this purpoſe only, according to the 


ſame Gregory Nyſſen, v. Lardner, 3 v. p. 29, &c. 


v. 4, p- 488, form. ed. ſo that, if you receive one part, 


that the creed was nien hö Gregory, you ſhould, un- 


leſs you thought Gregory Nyſſen a liar, equally receive 
. „ the 
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te other, to wit, that the Virgin, and john the Evangeliſt, 
perſonally appeared to him: and why not? You have; 


I ſuppoſe, that good man, the learned Biſhop Bull, with 


you. Would the reader, after this, i imagine that Gregory 


ſhould be t1ſound in the faith, ſeeing that he was taught by 
John, at the inſtigation of the Virgin Mother? Vet, 
if we credit Baſil, the fact is ſo: for, he affirmed, that 


Gregory expreſſed himſelf inaccurately about the ductrine of 
the trinity. Lard. V. III. p. 51. form. Ed. IV. 542. 


Page 74. Vou ſay, * Saint Baſil records and defends 
© that formulary of doxology, i in which the whole trinity 


55 glorified by the churches under his government . 
* and adds, that the ſame mode of doxology, which 


c Gregory had inflituted, and was handed down by an- 


* doubted authority, was Al obſerved by the church.” 


In anſwer to this, I ſhall cite two paragraphs, from Lard- 


ner, who, in learning, may be deemed equal to the 


Prebendary of Ely, * Saint Baſil, in all his diſputes 


© with the people of Neocwfarea, ſays nothing of 


6 any written creed of Gregory. He reminds: them over 


and over of his Grandmother Mactina z that bleſſed 


0 F 


and famous woman, ſprung from among them, who 
had the doctrine of Gregory ſafely preſerved in her me- 
mory, which ſhe likewiſe as carefully deltrered to him 


in 


N 


= 


4 


( 


in his childhood; but not one word of a written creed 


depoſited with the Neocæſareans. This argument 
appears to me unanſwerable; and every one is able to 
judge of it from Saint Baſil's epiſtles, which I have ſo 


largely tranſcribed. : It appears to me, toa great de- 


gree, probable, that either there was 70 written creed at 


Neocæſarea, reputed Gregory 8 of that it was not 


to Baſib's purpoſe ; otherwiſe he muſt have referred to 


it. What good reaſon can be aſſigned why, in ſo 
warm a diſpute, Baſil ſhould ſo often appeal to the 


inſtructions he received from his ieder when he 


was a child, but ſay nothing of a written creed in 
Gregory's hand-writing, which he had or might have 
ſeen or read, when a man, if there had been any ſuch 
ching ? Raſil, who made fo good uſe of that circum- 
ſtance, that he had been educated by a relation, his 


grandmother, ſprung from among them, to ſhew the 


Neocæſareans that his faith was the ſame with that 


of their great Gregory, would have triumphed much 
more if there had been an authentic written creed, and 
his ſentiments had been agreeable to it. Nyſſen, in an 
oration delivered we know not where nor to whom, 
talks of a creed at Neocꝑſatea i in Gregory? s Hand- 
writing but Baſil, in his epiſtles to the Neocæſareans 


8 * themſelves 


* 


0 42 ) 


.- themſelves, mentions no fuch thing, though extremely 


to his purpoſe, much more than any ching ſaid by him. 


* F think it not difficult to know who ought moſt to be 
* regarded, , Baſil, or his brother Gregory of N yſſen. / 
| © The creed then in Nyſſen is not the ereed of our 


© great Gregory; but a fiftion of the 4th Century, after the 
© riſe and heats of the controverſy about the Trinity; when 


© the whole Church was divided upon that head, and ſome 
„ people were willing to have Gregory on their ſide, to 
o fupport their dodrine and manner of expreſſion.” Lard. 
v. 1 b. 51, form. Ed. v. 4, p. 542. After this I hope 

: we ſhall hear nothing more of this creed, Query, as 

| your pamphlet evidently appears to be written for the 

unlearned, whether, conſidering your cenſure upon Lardner, 
it was not incumbent upon you toobſerve, that this ſame creed = 
was queſtioned by afew. I have frequently underſtood, 
| from modern orthodox writers, that it wasonly the Soct- 
| jans, Arians, &c. who vamped up opinions long ſince re- 
futed, and publiſhed them without ever hinting at the 
refutation. TI think, if the orthodox have hitherto 
kept themfelves free from this imputation, they ought in 


| their preſent and future publications to ſecure themſelves. 


from a retort, 


' You ſay, p. 76. Cyprian l in many parte 


of his works with quotations to this purpoſe, both:from- 


© the 


( 43 ) 
the Old and New Teſtaments ; hut his uſe of that fa- 


3 Oy tent of St. J ohn, 1 Ep. V. 7. the authenticity 


N 


of which has been ſo much queſtioned, and its appli- 


cation by any of the primitive writers denied, is of 


} 
N 


all others the moſt in point. This text he profe Mah 


« cites twice in his works. In his book de Unitate 


Escci⸗ fie, towards the concluſion, in ſo many words: 


be Of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, it is written, theſe 


« three are one. 2 So far. is it from being true, what 


5 ;we hear perpetually ſuggeſted, that theſe words were 


* inſerted into John' s text after the Arian controverly 


oo was ſet on foot ; tors Cyprian was dead before that 


iq « time. 


la his Epiſtle to Jubaianus, he proves that taut, 
© adminiſtered in the name of Jeſus -Chriſt only, is in- 


. valid, from the command of our Saviour to baptize 
« al] nations in the whole and undivided Trinity: with- 


© out a ſolemn invocation of theſe three perſons, F ather, 


Son, and Holy Ghoſt, he. continually. argues, that the 
.< Baptiſm could be of no effect; he calls it heretical, a 
and inſiſted upon a re- baptiſm, | wherever the name of 
one of them was omitted — The paſſage of this Epiſtle, 
8 wherein he. diſputes ſo warmly againſt the admiſſion 
C of thoſe into the Church, who had not been baptized 

G 2 „according 


( 44 ) 


5 according to this original. form, 1s very remarkable: 


&« If,” ſays he, © a man can be baptiſed by heretics, 


© (i. e. effectually,) he may likewiſe obtain remiſſion 
« of ſins; he may be ſanctified, and be made the temple | 
—_ of God. * aſk, of what God? Ifit be ſaid of God 


it the Creator, he cannot be his temple without belie- 


« ving in him. If of Chriſt, it is impoſſible, who 


e believes not Chriſt to be God. If of the Holy 


0 Ghoſt, ſeeing theſe three are one, how can the Holy 


-46. Spirit be reconciled, to him, who is at enmity with 


dhe Father or the Son py 


I have made this long citation, partly to aw that theſe 
: paſſages have not been omitted by Lardner; but my 

chief vie w is to conſider the famous text of the three 
witneſſes, though it may happen that what I have 
to ſay may have little novelty i in it. 1 ſhall firſt, how 
ever, lay before the reader what Lardner has ſaid upon 


theſe two paſſages cited by you. b 


There are two paſſages, where Cyprian i is ſuppoſe 7 


. by ſome to quote or refer to the diſputed text, reſpecting 


* the witneſſes in Heaven. The firſt i is to this purpoſe : | 
6 the Lord fays, the Father and I are one : 'Dicit dominus: 
C © Ego et pater unum ſumus. And again, of the Father, | 


6 and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, it is written. Aud 
© theſe 


( 45 ) 


+ theſe three are one. 1 John v. 7. De unitate eceleſtæ, 1 
© 'The other paſſage I ſhall not tranſlate : However, I | | 
s put it in the margin,“ for the ſake of thoſe who may i ji 
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s-wilh to ſee it here, I do not enter into the merits of the 
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| 
* queſtion, whether this clauſe be genuine, Or whether it 1 5 1 79 
5 was quoted or referred to by St. Cyprian. The reader, | [ 1 
£ whois defirous of information concerning this matter, it 1 
* may conſult the authors who have treated of it largely; I l 
but in a following chapter will be found an argument | = | 9 
of no ſmall weight! in favour of the ſuppoſition, that this N "i 
F clauſe was wanting in St. Cyprian's copies of St, John' s 5 | ij 
A Epiſtle.” EY | 1 


* Nam fi baptizari quis apud hareices potuit, utique et remiſſam pecta- 


* 


torum conſequi potuit. Si peccatorum remiſſam conſecutus eft, et ſanctifi- 
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catus eſt, et templum Dei factus eſt, quæro cujus Dei. Si Creatoris, non 
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potuit qui in eum non credidits Si Chriſti, nec hujus fieri potuit templum, 


aui negat eum Chriſtum. Si Spiritus ſanctus, cum tres unum ſint, quomodo 


Spiritus ſanctus placatus eſſe ei poteſt, qui aut Patris aut Filii inimicus? ? Ad 
3 Jubaianum. Ep. lxxili. p. 203. Of which the following is a cloſe tranſla- | 

tion: —_ For, if any perſon can be baptized by heretics, he can ſurely ; 
; obtain the remiſſion of fins alſo. If he has obtained the remiſſion of ſins, 


and! is ſanQtified, and is made the temple of God, I aſk, of what God * ?- If 


of the Creator, he cannot be bis temple who believed not in him. If of 


| Chriſt, neither could * be made his temple 2 denies Chriſt to * God. 


II of the Holy Ghoſt, ſince the three are one, how can the Holy Spirit be 


reconciled to him who is an qppoſer either of the Father or of the Son? 
e | : a | ; | 


01 
4 Epiſtle.” Lard. v. 3. p. 17, form. Ed. v. 4. p. 833. 
The paſſages alluded to by Lardner are as follow : 
+ For John, + teaching us, ſays in bis Epiſtle, (1 John 
«Ky, 6, 7. 8.) This is be that came by water and Blood, 
„ gen Feſus Chrift ; not by water only, but by water and 
c blood. Aud it is the Spirit that beareth witneſs, \becauſe 
40 the Spirit is truih. For, there are three that bear Wits 
« neſs, the Spirit, ond the water, and the, Bleed ; and theſe 
ce three agree in me. | 1 think, likewiſe, that I have 
Fe rightly repreſented the doctrine of the Apoſtle John, 
6 who ſays, For, there are three that bear witneſs ; 3 the 
« . and the water, and the blood; and theſe Free a 
$6 ene. 
T heſe quotations beruhe this biſhop, contemporary 


c with St. Cyprian, had not, in his Copies of St. John's 


65 Epiſtle, the diſputed text concerning the witneſſes in 
heaven, and they afford mei a ſtrong and cogent 
Bas : , axgument 
+ Aitzenim Ai TIP 1 nails 1 dic elt 
qui vent per aquam et ſanzuinem, Jeſus Chriſtus. Non in aqua tantum, 
ſed in Aqua et ſanguine. Et Spiritus eſt, qui teſtimenium perhibet, quia 
Spiritus eſt veritas. — IC {piritus, et aqua, _ 
Janguis. Et 1 tres in unum ſant. p. 29. 3. 


4 Arbitror autem, et apoſioli Johagnis doctrinam nos non inepte. al- : 
poſuiſſe, qui ait: Quiaà tres teſlimonium perhibent, ſpiritus, et aqua, e 
ſanguis, et iſti tres unum ſunt. p. 30. E. 31. a. | 


( 47 * 
4 argument for the ſuppoſition, that neither had St. Cy« 


« prian that text in his copies.“ V. Lard, v. III. p. 199. 
form. Ed. IV. 3883. | 


I ſhall now lay before the reader what oecurs to me, 


to ſhew that the heavenly witneſſes are an interpolation, 
1 apprehend that it is univerſally admitted that John, in 
this Epiſtle, had the Docete i in his eye; the orthodox alſo 

D affirm, that he had the Fbionites, i in which I agree with 
them. Theſe verſes, however, cannot apply to the E- 
dionites, for they never denied that Jeſus had a body, 

. their error lay on the contrary ſide. That the words 

were put down at random it would be abſurd to affirm : 
then the writer muſt have had an objeft in view, and 
what object could he have in view, except the Docetæ, 
to whom he particularly alludes in the firſt verſes of the 
Epiſtle? Therefore, it may be affirmed, that it was theſs 
only that he had in view here. I ſhall now put down 
the verſes at full length, John ſays, 1 Ep. v. 6. 7. 8. 


* This is be that came by water and blood, EVEN Feſus 
* Chrift ; not by water only, but by water and blond: and 
«6 it is the Spirit that beareth witneſs, beeauſe the Spirit 

6 is ub. For, there ars three that bear record” Cin 
| heaven, che Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, 
and'thefe three are one. And there are three that bear 


witnels 


( a8 ) 

witneſs in earth,] © che Spirit, and the water, and thi 
zin; and theſe three ageee in one.” Now, ſuppoſing 
that what lies between the crotchets is not an interpo- 
lation, to what purpoſe is it adduted here? The re- 
cord of the heavenly witneſſes could only be for the uſe 
of thoſe i in heaven, as it ſtrikes me: the angels, having 
OY declared the man Jeſus to be the Son of God, had no 


5 15 need of the Trinity bearing witneſs to it, leſt they 


might happen to forget it. Therefore, being uſeleſs 
in regard of the angels, it could only have been of uſe 
forthe convition of thoſe Docetz who had got there; ; but 
his i is abſurd, ſeeing that falyation i is denied to heretics 
by the ancients, and, methinks, by the writer of theſe 5 
Epiſtles. Therefore, though the paſſage relative to 
the heavenly witneſſes was found in every MS. whereas 
it is e found! in any at all, it might be fairly i in⸗ 
ferred, as having no object, chat it was an interpolation. 
The earthly witneſles (the Spirit, the water, and the 
| blood) prove the reality of the body of Jeſus againſt 
the Dogetz, and are, therefore, in point. 1 mall a 
obſerve farther, that, though it were indiſputably ge. 
nuine, Biſhop Horſley does not think that it proves 
A Trinity, and, therefore, ſuppoſes that That was the 
reaſon Why it was fo ſeldom alleged by the ancients 


- 


in 


( 49 ) 
in proof of the Trinity. Tracts, Page 325. The 


reader, however, will not forget that this paſſage, 


whether interpolated or not, can prove nothing, the 


Epiſtle having been ſhewn to be ſpurious. V. p. 30. 


You muſt excuſe me, if I pay littleattention to deduc- 


tions which you or any Chriſtian Commentator may draw 


from the Talmud, particularly in favour of the doctrine 


of the Trinity, being perſectly latished that the Jews 


were ever free from ſuch a fancy. Beſides, to me it 


| appears evident, that, in their Anointed, or Meſſiah, 


or : Chr iſt, AS we ſay, f they did | not imagine that | 


his office would be confined to one perſon but to 


a line or ſucceſſion of perſons. For my conviction in 


this reſpet I refer you to Mr. David Levi's Letters 


to Doctor Prieſtley, who, 1 think, has alſo clearly 


ſhewn that, though the Jews did even think or expect 
their Meſſiah would be confined to one perſon, 


Jeſus Chriſt cannot be that one perſon; and that the 


orthodox mode of evading the force of ſome clear Texts 


of Scripture, which both Jews and Chr iſtians apply to 


the Meſfiah, 
- ſecond coming of the Meſſiah. 
which I take from Levi's 2d Letters, p. 106, &c. | 

© Tfaiah xl. 1, 2. 
people, ſaith your God; 
5 a 7; 6 comfortably 


— 


is perfedly inadmiſſible I mean by a 


The Texis are as follow, 


Comfort ye, comſort ye, my 


ſpeak ye to the heart of (or 
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comfortably to) Jeruſalem, and cry unto her, that 


her warfare (or appointed time) is accompliſhed, that 
her iniquity is pardoned; for, ſhe hath received of 


the Lord's hands double for all her fins, Jerem. xxxi. 


8, 9. Behold 1 will bring them from the North 


country, and gather 7 them from the coaſts of the 
earth; and with chem the blind and the lame, the 


4 woman with child, and het that travelleth with child, 


together, a great company! They ſhall come with 


weeping, and with ſupplications will I lead them; 


Ti 1 will cauſe them to walk by the rivers of waters, in 


2 ſtrait way, wherein they ſhall not ſtumble: for, 1 7 
am a father to Iſrael, and Ephraim i is my firſt-born. 
« Ibid, xxxiii, 7» 8, &c. I will cauſe the captivity - of 
Judah and the captivity of Iſrael to return, and will 


build them as at firſt. And I will cleanſe them from 


all their iniquity whereby they have ſinned againſt me, 


« and 1 will pardon all their iniquities whereby they 


have finned, and hereby they have tranſgreſſed againſt | 


© me. Ezekiel xi. 16, 17, &c. Therefore ſay, thus ; 


* faith the Lord God, although 1 have caſt them far 


off among the nations, and although I have ſcattered 


* them among the countries, yet will I be to them as 


« @ little lanctuary in the countries where they ſhall 


s come. 


: 


“ 


a * EY Lad 


1 


1 


come. Therefore ſay, thus ſaith the Lord God, 1 


will even gather you from the people, and aſſemble 


© you out of the countries, where you have been ſcat- 
tered, and I will give you the land of Iſrael, And 
they ſhall come thither, and they ſhall take away all 
the deteſtable things thereof, and all the abominations 
* from thence, And I will give them one heart, and 


1 will put a new ſpirit within you, and I will take = 


the ſtoney heart out of their fleſh, and [ will give 


them a heart of fleſh, that they may walk in my ſta- | 


tutes, and keep my ordinances, and do them, e. 


Idid. xxxvi. 12. therefore ſay unto the Houfe-of Iſrael, 


thus faith the Lord God, I do not (this) for your : 
ſakes, O Houſe of Iſrael, | but for my boly name's. 


ſake, which you have profaned among the nations 


whither you went, Kc. Verſe 2 24. For I will take 


you from among the nations, and gather you out of 


all countries, and will bring you into your own land. 


Then will I ſprinkle clean water upon you, and ye 
ſhall be clean ; from all your filthineſs and from all 


your idols will ! cleanſe you, A new heart will | 1 


give you, and a new ſpirit will I put within you, &c. 
V. 33. Thus faith the Lord God, in the day that I 


. © have cleanſed you from all your iniquities, I I will 
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© ſet my ſanctuary i in the midſt of them for evermore.” 


 — Surely theſe predictions have not as yet been accom- 
pliſhed. | 


1 


, * cauſe you to dwell in the cities, &c, XxXvii, 21, 22. 


And ſay unto them, thus ſaith the Lord God, Be- 


© hold, I will take the children of Iſrael from among 


the nations whither they be gone, and will gather them 
on every ſide, and bring them into their own land. 


And I will make them one nation in the land upon 


the mountains of Iſrael, and one king ſhall be king 


C to them all; and they mal be no more two nations; 'z 


neither ſhall they be divided into two kingdoms any 


| 4 more at all; neither ſhall t they defile themſelves TY 


more with idols, nor with their deteſtable things, NOR 


"0: WITH ANY OF THEIR TRANSGRESSIONS 3 but I will 
+ fave them out of all their dwelling-places, where they 


2 + have ſinned, and will cleanſe them: ſo ſhall they be 


. my people, and I will be their God, And David, my 
* ſervant, (ſhall be) king over them: and they all ſhall 
© have one ſhepherd: they ſhall alſo walk in my judge- 
* ments, and obſerve my ſtatutes, and do them, &c. 


id Moreover I will make a covenant of peace with them; 


© it ſhall be an EVERLASTING COVENANT with them: 


« and I will place them and multiply them; and will 


P. 82, 


(88 4 


P. 82, You ſay, That every accuſation which was 
© brought againſt the tenets or the practice of primitive 
« Chriſtians, by their adverfaries, was the ſame in ſub= 
© ſtance with that which Pliny found to be alleged 
* againſt them from the beginning.” To which I agree, | 
and deem it no triſling nt againſt the authemicity 
of Pliny* 5 Epiſtle. - : 


I have now, fir, kiniſhed the obſervations which 1 


©; AP, rot J 
bk — 


"lip 


propoſed to make upon your pamphlet; and, from what 
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I have mentioned in the beginning, you muſt fee that 


it has been entirely owing to accident, 1 ever ani- 1 


wy” + r 
5 r 
He — 3 
« — Ih BID 


madverted on it; ; neither, I own, would 1 be at 
the trouble, except that I apprehended, young per- 
ſons, unconverſant in theological controverſial writings, 
would conclude, from your obſervation on Lardaer, 
that his work was vor ſo much to be depended on as | 


clude that it would be indiſpenſble, in bite to at- 


tain an exaQ knowledge of the opinions of the Fathers, 
to enter upon a continued and regular ſtudy of them ; 


2 a taſk, conſidering the number of curious and intereſting 


productions daily coming forth, ſcarcely within the com- | 
paſs of human virtue. For, how can It be ſuppoſed, | 
| that a man will ſit down to read, 1 may ay, a a hundred 


folios, 


(8: 7 
ſolios, in dead languages, when the uſeful knowledge 
in the whole can be contained in a nut-ſhell,—when it 
is acknowledged, I believe univerſally, that all the Fa- 
thers are more or leſs interpolated; ſo that, to find vat 
their real ſentiments, requires ſomething more than a 
| knowledge of the dead languages: add to this, that 
they were never ſcrupulous of aſſerting falſehoods to 
| Mitain their ends; and that 1 do them no injuſtice, 
in this reſpect, will appear from the following paſlage 
of Biſhop Horſley, © I will here take the liberty 
8 to remark on the early Fathers in general, whoſe 
© memoirs are, nevertheleſs, to be revered for their 
£ learning and the general ſanctiiy) of their charac- 
C ters; that in their popular diſcourſes, and, in argu- 
ment, they were too apt to ſacrifice ſomewhat of the 
| © accuracy of fact to the plauſibility of their rhetoric ; 
or, which is much the ſame thing, they were ready to 

© adopt any notion which might ſerve a preſent purpoſe, 
© without nicely examining its ſolidity on its remote con- 
* ſequences.” Tracts p. 355+ 8. 10. The meaning of : 
which 1 take to be that they ſcrupled not at aſſertions, either 
to miſlead their audzence, or to conquer in argument ; or, 


more ſimply, that they ſcrupled not to lie. Therefore, this 


being the caſe, (for x the biſhop | is by no means particular 


« 


n 


. 
in his cenſure,) who can think of giving up his time 
to the peruſal of works ſo little likely to reward his 
trouble. 1 ſhall alſo farther obſerve, that thoſe perſons 
7 who have read the Fathers vary ſo much about what the 


Fathers ſay, that, even though a perſon did diſcover the 


real cruth, I mean the exact ſentiments of the reſpective 


ages, in which they wrote, in order to obtain credit 


for his diſcoveries, it would require an equal length of 


time, perhaps, to confute the ſentiment and opinions 


of the moderns, which till done they aſſuredly deſerve 


equal credit with any aſſertions of his, independently of 


the prejudices of mankind, which make all novelties 


* kick the beam.” Therefore, this ſtudy being too im- 


menſe and too unprofitable, 1 apprehend that 4 reliance 


may be had on Lardner” O repreſentations of the ſentiments 


of the antients, particularly as his tranſlations, which 
he gives of them, are ever, in important points, ac- 


companied with the originals in the margin, with which 


they may be compared; ; and J can affirm, that, having, 


| I believe, compared all his tranſlations, upon material 


points, with the original, 1 only diſcovered, in one 


; inſtance, any thing to find fault with, which is in the 


word paraplifus, tranſlated by him generally, which 


implies exception, whereas it means in lite manner, which 


implies 
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implies no exception. Compare Lard. Vol. IX, p. 322. 
. iS) & p. 465, n. a. former Ed. Hiſt, Her, Pe 145 
& 359. 


T herefore, fir, if Ladaer has been ouilty of 1 manage- 


ment in the compilation of his work, your forming ano- 
ther work upon a ſimilar plan, but introducing into it 
thoſe paſſages, on the orthodox ſide of the queſtion, 
which Lardner, if he did omit them, was blamabla 
in amitting, it may be then ſaid, that it will be in the 
power of every reader, who chooſes to be at ſome little 
pains, to farm certain concluſions reſpecting the ſenti- 


ments of the ancients upon the moſt important ſubject, I 


mean the Divinity of Chriſt, But, if I may be allowed 


to form a judgement, upon what can be done in this 
line, from your pamphlet, I would ſay, that the buſineſs 
is alteady done; Lardner not having omitted any thing 


of importance of the ſentiments of the ancients, upon 


Before I conclude, 1 


will take the liberty of ſubmitting to your conſideration, 
the following propoſition, but, in what I am going to 
propoſe, I truſt, that not only you, but every other 
reader, will acquit me of any deſign of making any real 
compariſon betwixt Jeſus and Mobammed: the former 


I aver to have been a divine meſſenger, the latter to have 


been 


1 1 


been an impoſtor. What I am going to propoſe re- 


ſpects only thoſe accounts, which we are taught that 
we are bound to believe, and place entire confidence 


in; and therefore f in putting the caſe, Iam only at= 


5 tempting to make the reader lay aſide, fora moment, his 


preconceived notions (which I myſelf, till very lately, 


: entertained) of the indiſputable certainty of the au- 


ne, of our four goſpels. The caſe I put is 


this: 
Let us ſuppoſe, that a hiſtory of Mohammed was 
put into the hands of a plain man of ordinary capa- 


city, and that it was recorded in this hiſtory, that a 


certain perſon, named Mohammed, appeared in Ara- 


bia about a thouſand years ago; who affirmed he 


was ſent to preach to and convert his countrymen; 


that ſhortly afterwards he aſſociated to himſelf ten 
or twelve perſons to be his more intimate compa- 
nions; that the names of theſe perſons were as fol · 
low—John Smyth, George White, Henry Day, James ; 
Knight, and ſo forth; would it not ſtrike him, that 


it was very ſingular, or that he did not know before, 


that the people of Arabia bore the ſame names in 


1 as the Engliſh. Afterwards I ſball ſuppoſe 
uT this 
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this ſame life of Mohammed is put into the hands of 


a ſcholar, who being acquainted with the manners 


and cuſtoms of the Arabs, finds, i in reading the life, 
that ſo far from the Arab manners and cuſtoms being 


repreſented and preſerved in the narrative, that in fact 


it is only the Engliſh manners and cuſtoms which 
| are noticed in it. Further, let us ſuppoſe, though 
he may be conſiderably Raggered | in his opinion re- 
ſpecting the truth of the narrative from theſe two 
aukward circumſtances, yet ſtin, as all the Mo- | 
hammedans affirm, that the book was written by 
Arabs who attended Mohammed, and therefore could 


not have been deceived, particularly as lying i m ſuch 


a Cale, were there a motive even ſufficiem to induce | 


them to it, would be immediately puniſhed with 


death; and for the proof of which they aſſerted, that 


; there were a continued ſuceeſſ ion of reſpectable authors, | 
who atteſted, that fuch a writing Welt mom their 
| time down to the preſent, and in the ſame ſtate in 5 


which we have it; or, to ſpeak more clearly, that 


there are writers, who immediately ſucceeded his fol- 


lowers, whowrote his life, and who aſſert, that this life 


was written by the perſons whoſe names are prefixed 


a „ to 
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to it, and that there are other writers, who immedi- 


ately ſucceeded theſe perſons, and who alſo atteſt, that 
ſuch perſons did exiſt, and ſo on to the preſent day, ſo 


that nodoubt could remain of the truth of the hiſtorical 


1 accounts: i yet for his own ſatisfaction let us ſuppoſe, 
that, without having the leaſt doubt upon his mind, 
he ſits down to read and examine theſe authorities, 
How great muſt his aſtoniſhment be to find, that the 


very perſons who are ſuppoſed to have ſucceeded 


the diographers, upon diſputes reſpecting the per- 


ſon and call of Mohammed, inſtead of recurring 


to the written record; refer to tradition Do we ever 


refer to tradition when we have written records ? 


But he will be ſtruck with ſtill greater aſtoniſhment 
to find, thoſe very biographers, who were contem- 
> porary with Mohammed, ſpeak of things and opi- 


nions which were unknown for half a century after 


their time: or, to ſay the truth, that their entire writ= 


ings ſeem to have been compoſed for the confutation 


of opinions which prevailed long after their time. 


Again, when it is conſidered, that the writings of the 


perſons who next ſucceeded the biographers, and 


their ſucceſſors for about a century, abound with 


11 2 | opinions 
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opinions which were not known for a century after 


or, if known, that thoſe perſons, about whoſe ex- 


;Nence there can be no doubt, ſeem not to have ſo 


accurate notions of them as their predeceſſors, which 


is contrary to the progreſs of philoſophy and know- 


ledge: I fay alſo, that with reſpect to numbers of 


thoſe immediate ſucceſſors of the biographers, we have 


no accounts but what abound with contradiCtions, at 


the ſame time that the writings attributed to them 


| impute the cruelleſi actions to the moſt humane of = 


mankind * fay, when all theſe circumſtances are con- 


ſidered, what muſt he think of the volume? But 


when to this is added, that many of the followers of 


Mohammed, particularly his countrymen, who had 


the beſt opportunities of arriving at the truth, Ha- 


| vowed, and did not acknowledge theſe writings, as 
containing a true and juf account; but affirmed, that 
5 one of the principal writers of it was neither a wiſe 


nor a good man +—when one of their wiſeſt and moſt 


orthodox doctors affirmed, that it was owing to the 


_ authority of the Mohammedan church that he received 


the accounts of the aſſociates of Mohammed, as ge- 


= Trajan, and Antoninus the philoſopher. + St. Paul, 


nui ne 


E 6 J 


nxine and canonical i ſay, when all this is confidered 


and known to be fact, will an enquiring Muſſulman | 


be blamed for diſcarding the whole, and ſeeking out 
for ſome other means to account for the exiſtence and 
: growth of Mohammedaniſm, as every effett muſt have 
a proportionable cauſe, De te fabula narratur, 
SE Lai hs; 
17 J. E H, 


* ſhall now proceed to the principal writers in | the 


| Horſleyan controverſy; 30 I mean the Biſhop of St. 
David, Dr. Prieſtley, and the late Rev. Mr. Bad- 


5 cock. 


If what I have lid down in my Preliminary Dif- 


quiſition be well grounded, it muſt ſtrike every 


perſon who hath attended to this controverſy, that 


the chief combatants, the Biſhop of St. David's, the 


late Rev. Mr, Badcock, and Dr. Prieſtley, had ne 
accurate or juſt notions of the hereſies which ſprung. 
up for the firſt three centuries after Chriſt ; ; and 
conſequently, did not know what particular opi- 


nions reſpecting Jeſus peculiarly belonged to each 


ARCH-HERETIC, and 4%ingulſbed him from other 
FFC 

| | gy ine. 

. 5 Heretics. 
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Hereties. Their want of knowledge on this head, 
and their improper uſe of the term Unitarian (a mere 
modern term) as deſcriptive ſolely of Humaniſm (where- 
as the Orthodox and Sabellians avowed themſelyes 
Unitarians, as well as the Humaniſts), has thrown : 
great confuſion over this controverſy : but what 1 
has rendered it totally unintelligible, and muſt for 
ever have prevented them from bringing it to a 
proper concluſion, is, that they, and each of them, . 


apply this term to three opinions quite dt Nmilar; 
ſo that as each, at che time of making an aſſer- 


tion, might have his eye fixed upon one of theſe 

opinions, what he aſſerted might be true with regard _ 
to the particular opinion he had in view; whereas 
his antagoniſt, having another opinion in view, might | 
with equal truth aſſert the contrary. The three 
opinions which they indifferently apply this term to, 
are the Sabellian, the Humaniſt, and the Ebionite 3 


ſo that what might be true with reſpect to the two 
former, might be falſe with reſpect to the latter; 
thus, when the Biſhop and the late Rev. Mr, Bad- 
cock affirmed, that the Unitarians ware Heretics, | 
Having in their "os the * and Humaniſts, | 
what 
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what they aſſerted was very true, and therefore 
| concluded that the Ebionites were in like manner 
Heretics ; ; for they, as well as Dr. Prieſtley, ſup- 
poſed, that theſe held opinions ſimilar, or nearly ſimi- 
lar, with the former; and thus we ſhould conclude, 
that the Biſhop and Mr. Badcock were right in their 
aſſertion, and Dr. Prieſtley wrong. Wheras the Doc- 
tor having the Ebionite opinions only in view, and 
| finding the Ebionites never called Heretics, meeting 
with them in the aſſemblies of the faithful after the 
council of Nice, whence es Heretics they ſhould have 
| been excluded, was certainly well founded in affirm- 
ing that they were not Hereties*; but, inſtead of 
| uſing the term Ebionite, introdueing the term Unita- 


rian, and comprehending within its meaning the Sa- 
bellians and Humaniſts, and then affirming, that the 
Unitarians were not Heretics, or rather could not be 
Heretics; and his antagoniſts, not denying the pro- 
priety of the term Unitarian as deſcriptive of the 
Sabellians and Humaniſts, as well as the Ebionites, 
ſhould have admitted, that if the Ebionites were not 
Heretics, neither were the Sabellians or Humaniſts: : 
but the full face of hiſtory prevented them from 


* Vide Preliminary Diſcourſes, n. 26. 
admitting 
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1 
admitting this concluſion ; the well known condem- 


nations of Sabellius and Paul of Samoſate, in coun- 


cils aſſembled for the purpoſe, could not be with- | 


Rood; and ſuppoſing. that the Ebionites held the 


ſame opinions with Paul of Samoſate or Sabellius, 


they neceſſarily inferred that they tos muſt have been 


Heretics: fo that this controverſy, it may be ſaid, in 


2 great meaſure reſulted from none of the perſons 
engaged in it having any juſt notion of the 'Ebicaits | 
opinions, or what diſtinguiſhed them from other be- 


lievers in Jeſus, but particularly from the Sabellians 5 


and Paulians. Another circumſtance has contributed 


not a little to throw a cloud over this controverſy, 


which is, that the term Hereſy, or Heretic, has not 


been accurately defined, which ſhould have been firſt 


done, not according to the notions of the moderns, 
but according to the notions of the ancients, and that 


too in their own language; ſo that in entering upon | 


all controverſies, or in advancing any thing new to 


the public, no writer ſhould forget, or be regardleſs | 


of, the counſel of the ſage Locke —of accurately de- 
' fining their terms; for otherwiſe it may be, that an 


indeterminable diſpute, originating from a miſuſe of 


words, 


(-6.1 


Words may ariſe, If writers could be induced to adopt 
univerſally this plan, and by way of recapitulation 


throw what they have advanced into a few ſyllogiſms 

at the cloſure of their works: this would, in the firſt 

place, ſatisfy themſelves with reſpect to the ſolidity of 

of what they advanced, and prevent the public from 
loſing its time in attending to ill-digeſted ſyſtems. 1 

cannot avoid here remarking, that what Mr. Locke 
has written reſpecting ſyllogiſms has greatly tended to 
the neglect of them, though I am confident that he 
never intended it, for they are the infallible rule for 
trying the truth, or expoſing the weakneſs, of ill- 
digeſted writings; and had Ariſtotle made no other 


1 diſcovery than this reſpecting the dialectie art, it 
were alone ſufficient to procure him that immortality 


: 0. which we poor mortals are fo liberal, 


= muſt alſo obſerve here, that the above gentlemen, 1 
mean the learned Biſhop, and Doctor Prieſtley, do not a 
appear to me to have a certain accurate knowledge of 
even the Gnoſtics; for if they had, they ſhould, in con- 
troverſial writings eſpecially, always make uſe of the 
ſpecific term inſtead of the generic : for what may be 


very true with regard to one ſort of Gnoſtics, may not 
„ be 
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be true with regard of the others. Thus; for inſtance, 
ſhould an infidel writer treating of the Chriſtians, 24 
| fort that they believed in tranfubſtantiation and the 
Pope's infallibility ; and another infidel writes 
aſſert the contrary, they might enter upon an endleſs 
controverſy, unleſs they firſt made proper diſtine- 
tions; for the Catholics would ſupport the firſt, and 
the Proteſſants the ſecond, in their aſſertions. Now 
theſe gentlemen are too well verſed in controverſial, 1 
: may ay in all accurate writing, not to know that 2 


Joecific terms are always to be made uſe of in preference 
to generic; and their not doing 0 in this reſpect 1 
can only | rmpute to their not being abſolutely certain, 
reſpeAting the ſeveral opinions aſeribable to each ſort. 
I may alſo ſay, that if they had preciſe notions of the 
efſence (or that which is the reaſon why a thing i ts what 
at is) of Gnoſticiſm, Cerinthian, or Jewiſh, Gnoftieshad 
never dropped from their pens; for 1 may ſay that the 
terms 0 Gnoſtic imply a contradiction; for it : 
„ being the eſſence of Gnoſticiſm to account for the evil 
we are ſenſible, which exiſtsin the world, and the Gnoſ- - 

_ tics aſcribing this to the weakneſs and i ignorance or 
malevolence of the . or n. the Jehova 

of 


(- 87 3 
of the Jews: or, as the Biſhop ſays, to matter (but 
which I queſtion), it would be equivalent to a denial 


of their religion, to the forgetting of Moſes, which, as 


already obſerved, is impoſſible. What led the ingeni- 


ous Doctor Prieſtley aſtray in this reſpect, was his 


ſuppoſing, or rather his having no doubt, but that Paul's 


Epiſtles were written by him in the firſt century; and 


finding perpetual alluſions in them to the Gnoſtics, he 
preſumed that they muſt be Jewiſh Gnoſtics to 
whom he alluded, well ,knowing that the Gentile 


| Gnoſtics did not ſpring | up til! the reign of Adrian ; 


but the learned Biſhop was under no ſuch neceſſity 


for his proleptic or prophetic quality, which he N 


aſcribes to the Apoſtles freed him from every ſuch difficulty, ; 


yet he admits the Jewiſh Gnoſtics, notwithſ tanding the de- 


ciſive teſtimony of F irmilian and Cyprian againſt the exiſt · 
1 ence of any Gnoſtics i in the apoſtolic age, See note 18, 19, 
p- 39» in the preliminary Diſquiſition and thererore I 
think I am well founded in affirming, that notwithſtand- 


| ing the Biſhop's boaſting of his knowledge i in the Fathers, 


that nothing new has ſtruck him, reſpecting the notions 


entertained by the divers ſects of Chriſtians for the firſt 
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three centuries different from what has been already 
delivered by other writers ; and I cannot here forbear 
obſerving, that notwithſtanding the impoſing air and 


authoritative . which in general pervade his tracts, | 


that he appears to me to have no accurate know- 


| ledge upon the points in queſtion between him and 
Doctor prieſtley; 3 but to have been always led aſtray 
by his pre- conceived groundleſs notions ; and 1 am 
inclined to think that ere I come to a concluſion, 
that I ſhall conviet bim of Sabellianiſm. and if the 
; Orthodox be as truly i in charalier ſuch, as &s ſentiment they 
# pretend to be, with the Orthodox of the third century, 
that his Lordſhip would be deprived of thoſe honours, 
which, it is ſaid, have been the reward of his victory 
over Prieſtley ; ; though 1 find, notwithſtanding the 
Biſhop declares his victory, and talks of the proftrate 
enemy, that the bear's ſkin is ſtill undecided. What I 
ſay reſpecting deprivation I am far [from being ſerious 
in, ſincerely wiſhing he may long enjoy them; * 
and hoping that That leiſure, which affluent circum- 


8 ſtances afford, will enable him to enlighten mankind 
. the knotty buſineſs of Platoniſm. Aſter his 


Harmony 


1%) 


Harmony of the Unitarians, I could with for a ſatis 
factory tranſlation of the Parmenides and the Enneads 


of Plotinus, with explanatory notes, for otherwiſe 


| "oy muſt, I fear, be for ever locked up from me. 


Independently of what I have already obſerved with 


reſpect to theſe two learned and i ingenious gentlemen, 


I think the public have a right to complain, that thoſe 
paſſages which they give in ſupport of their opinions, 


are in general neither entirely tranſlated, nor, 1 may ſay, 


cloſely, but are rendered i in a ſort of paraphraſe, which 


enables them to put their own ſenſe upon the author 8 


words, which they adduce, and which few of their reads 


ers are capable of controverting. I think, that ſuch a 


g practice cannot be too ſeverely cenſured, for it is in fact 


adducing the authority of ancient writers in ſupport of 
their own particular notions, or rather making: them 
| ſpeak their own ſentiments, which i is perfectly unfair; 3 
N for the tranſlation ſhould be as cloſe as poſſible, and 
then the reader will draw his own inference without a 
bias. With regard to thoſe paſſages, which I ſhall 


either in this or any future production lay before my 


readers, if in a matter purely doctrinal, he muſt put up 
with a tranſlation perfectly cloſe and literal, though 
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| the original, The Biſhop cenſures Doctor Prieſtley 


1 7 1 
even it ſhould not be in good grammatical Engliſh; 
as I would dread that in giving it a more elegant turn, 
that inſtead of the author's idea I ſhould give him my 
| own; however, other writers if they do not chooſe to 
disfigure their pages with inelegances, may at leaft in 
the margin give a cloſe tranſlation 3 but even this I 
think unfair, nor is it a practice which I mean in any 
caſe to follow. I alſo think, that whatever paſlage i is 
X quoted, that it Would be entirely tranſlated ; ; for though 
the part omitted may not contain any thing material, 
yet writhout an entire tranſlation the paſſage is much 
leſs fatisfactory to thoſe readers, who are incapable of 
tranſlating it; in truth I think that it had been better 
if it had not been tranſlated at all. In both theſe 
reſpects I know that theſe two learned and ingenious 
gentlemen have failed; but particularly Doctor 
£ Prieſtley, whoſe cranlations, I will not ſay, do not 
; generally expreſs the meaning of the writer, but they 
are frequently ſo paraphraſtical, that to perſons who 
| are not tolerable ſcholars in Greek and Latin, they are 
of very little uſe in arriving at the preciſe meaning of 


Rirongly- en boch theſe heads, yet in the few 
| 3 
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| ſhall proceed to the conſideration. of Biſhop Horlley 


| Fracts, the new edition of which I ſhall only make 


5 


Clergy 


them, I 


ed 


that the laſt 


— 


uſe of; for if there be any difference between the 


* 


firſt and laſt editions not ha 
cannot ſay any thing about ; yet, I think, that ſhould 
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duty always to 
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Greek, or nearly ſo; that is, that they underſtand it as | 


well as Englith, 1 ſhould think it would give neither 


* 


generous to take advantage of ſlips in former publica- 


tions when rectified in latter. To proceed then: 
His Loxdſhip's tracts conſt; of 4 Charge to 


* 


not to tale the part of either in the controverſy, which, 


1 acknowledge, where two ſuch eminent ſcholars are 
dition ſhould be ſolely the object of animadverſion; 
It is 


of chem much trouble in adding to their voluminous 
tracts a few words, without which I will affirm, that 


cencerneds would be the height of preſumption ; 1 


the paſſages adduced by therm are of little force, Hav- 
ing premiſes theſe remarks, which ſhew that I mean 


there happen to be any, it 
: for man being imperfect, 


paſſages 
ſpects: 


nl 


Clogy—Lettrs in Reply to Dr. 5 Sermon 


upon the Incarnation—Remarks upon the Second Letter of 
Dr. Prięſtley—and Six Diſquifitions in ſupport of aſſer- 


tions in other parts of the tracts, the whole compre- 


/ 


hending nearly five hundred pages octavo in ſmall 


print. The reader need not be alarmed that it is my 


intention to follow the Biſhop regularly through this 
laborious performance; indeed, were this my intention, 


it would require a avert larger volume than his own; 


for, as I have already obſerved, that wherever he in- 


troduces the Unitarians and Gnoftics, which may be in 


every leaf of his work one with the other, and I am 
fore nat once in ten times right, it would require 


fome words to ſhew the improper uſe of the terms, 


and ſo this pamphlet would be unmeaſurably extended, 


: and defeat its intent ; however, if the reader hath read 


with attention the Preliminary Diſquiſition, he will be 
able himſelf to judge of the truth of my aſſertion, that 


not once in ten times does the Biſhop introduce theſe 
terms with propriety; and which the author chal- 
I tenges the Biſhop or any of his expectant clergy to con- | 
trovert. Indeed having ſhewn his Lordſhip's igno- 


rance with reſpect to the opinions held by the ancient 


Heretics, 


4 73: 3 
Heretics, I might be diſpenſed, even in his Lordſhip's 8 
judgment, from proceeding farther; for a writer, as his 


Lordſhip juſtly obſerves, p. go, of whom it is once 


proved that he is ill informed upon his ſubject, hath no 


right to a further hearing. And that 1 have already 


proved his Lordſhip s being igfirmed! in this reſpect, . 


I think cannot be diſputed : for] haye proved him to 
be ſo not by Suppoſiti tions of 1 my own, but by the expreſs 


words of the antients, which he himſelf admits ſhould 
be the only proof i in ſuch matters; 3 however, even this 


will appear ſtill clearer in the ſequel. "And 1 in order 


that my reader may be more ſenſible of it, in the paſ- 
ſages which I ſhall criticiſe, where his Lordſhip makes 


uſe of the generic terms of Unitarian and Gnoſtic, * 
ſhall put in crotchets the ſpecific, which ough 
have been made uſe of by his Lordſhip. This will 
5 ſhew how little dread I have of my cauſe, it affording [ 


my adverſary the eaſieſt and moſt effectual mode for my 


confutation; an advantage never, I believe, hitherto 


_ given by a controverſialiſt to his adverſary; but my 
object i is general truth, and not victory; therefore by 


doing this I only act agreeably to my principles, 1 
enabling all parties, whether Kl or foes, with _ 


the eaſieſt means of arriving at it. 
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C4 1 
His Lordſhip by the following paſſage, I apprehend, 
frees me from the neceſſity of a critical examination of 


his Charge, and of his Sermon, which will conſiderably 


ſhorten this enquiry. His Lordſhip ſays, p. 147, ce Tt is 
cc not allowed by me, that from that time, or in any ages 


cc of the church, the whole body of the Jewiſh Chriſti- 


& ans were diſtinguiſhed by the name of Narazenes. If 


10 any ſuch conceſſion may ſeem to be implied i in the ex- 


ce : preſſi 10ns in which 1 ſpeak of the Nazarenes in my 


cc Charge (1 Y 12). J di ;ſavow it. Appealing againſt 


c your aſſertions to the ſenſe of the learned and rever- 
& end aſſembly which 1 had the honour to addreſs, 1 
E rather ſought expreſſions which might convey the ge- 
ce neral Re of an opinion common to us all, than ſuch = 


ce as might more preciſely mark the particulars of my 


« own.” Hence 1 infer, that the expreſſions i in theſe two 
diſcourſes ſhould not with juſtice to his Lordſhip be 


critically weighed; and therefore conclude, that I am 


liberated from this part of my taſk, I own that the 
above paſſage did not a little ſurpriſe me upon the | 


firſt, and every repeated peruſal; as, according to my 


weak apprehenſion, it ſeems to imply, that, if in his dif- 
| courſe he made uſe of terms which were not philoſo- 


phically juſt he conceiyes he Has the liberty to diſ- 


avow 


L WJ 
avow them, even though afterwards he ſhould think fit 
to lay themagain before the public in print ; but beſides, 


is it not ſingular that he ſhould attempt to make uſe of 


terms not preciſely accurate, and of courſe which he 


could not juſtify, in addrefling the learned and reve- 


rend, 8 and as he elſewhere ſays, “ numer ous aſſembly: yy 


Is not this tantamount to Origen! $ Corporeal Goſpel, 


JV. Pre. Diſq. n. 30, p. 56. —to Chryſoſtom” s Cheeſe- 
cakes, V. Hiſt, Op. v. iii, p. 128, —and to Paul's Milk, 1 


| Cor. 3. 2. with which they fed their catechumens or 


younglings ? ? But ſuch appellations ſurely cannot apply 


to his Lordſhip 8 brethren and fellow-labourers i in the 
vineyard of his Saviour ! Had not his Lordſhip enter- 


ed this proteſt, I ſhould certainly diſpute with him 


what he aſſerts, i in the beginning of the ſecond page of 


his Charge, to wit: 60 That the writings of the Old 

00 Teſtament are only of a ſecondary importance: y 
for the contrary appears to me to be the exact truth, 

5 even admitting that the books of the New Teſtament 


were free of any objection, and acknowledged even 


rom their ſuppoſed time of appearing, to have been 


received by all believers in Jeſus as the writings of 


L 2 „ 
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thoſe perſons to whom they were aſcribed : for in read- 


ing the Old Teſtament, I do not perceive in it any 


expreſs reference to the New, or to any other divine 


writing that ſhould hereafter appear; to which equal 


: authority, much leſs greater, ſhould be given than to 


the Law of Moſes, but preciſely the contrary. Fo or 


Moſes, i in the concluſion of Deuteronomy, prohibits 


the Jews, in the moſt expreſ $ terms, againſt making any 


additions to, or ſubſtracting any thing from, what he de- Np 


livered to them, and that under the ſevereſt temporal 


calamities; and this was to be a law to them Ver 


ever. Now, this being evidently the cath it is im- 


poſſible that the Jews can ever become followers of 


Jeſus, or rather can acknowledge his divine miſſion, 
if the neceſſary conſequence is to be, that they are to 
receive the New Teſtament, I will not ſay as fuperior 


ro the Old, nor even equal to it, but at all as a writing 


containing the words of the Deity. Moreover, in the 


New Teſtament I do not find this independency, but, © 


on the contrary, its dependency upon the Old Teſta- 


ment aſſerted! in the cleareſt and moſt explicit terms, 


not by the evangeliſts and apoſtles only, but by Jeſus 
himſelf, The following paſſages juſtify what 1 ſay: 


«1 came not to deſtroy the law, but to fulfil.—As 


& it is 


—— — IIS —iQ]— — — — ao 


11 
ce it is written in the law, and the prophets, and the 
« pſalms—As it is written in the prophet Iſaiah, &c.” 
I would alſo obſerve, except for his Lordſhip's proteſt, 
that the following paſſages appear inconſiſtent. TI" 
ing of Athanaſius, his Lordſhip ſays, 


£6 The conſideration that 


— 


ö 


ce the Son became Man || © maintain that the Three 


20 afforded the moſt ob- « Perſons are one Being; | 


cc yious proof that he || « one by mutual relation, 


« was not the Father. „ indiſſoluble connection, 


P, 23. I“ and gradual ſubordina- 0 


J tion? 


' The firſt paſſage, I apprehend, affirms, that the Son was 
not the Father—the other, that he was. What follows 


is peculiarly curious, to wit: * ſo ſirifly one, that any 


« individual thing in the whole world, of matter or ſpirits 
ce preſents but a faint ſhadow of their unity, p. 262: 
cc yet this unity or oneneſs admitted ſubordination; and 
elſewhere he ſays even of cc arrangement. ” This! is  ſelf- 
contradictory, and even more palpably abſurd than 


: the explications of the doctrine of the Trinity. This 


flower, I have taken out of its place: however, I am apt 


to think that we ſhall have occaſion to conſider it again; 


for 


| Page 262, he ſays, « I 


—— 
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LW 4 
for from it I truſt I ſhall be able to prove his Lordſhip 


to be a Sabellian, and conſequently a Heretic, I would 


alſo obſerve, except for the above proteſt, that in the 
tollowing paſſage his Lordſhip miſtakes the Sabellians 
for Arians. He ſays, © And the Sabellians were to 
« be convinced that the Word was made fleſh, groſs, 
60 corruptible, fleſh, before they could be brought to 
Do acknowledge that be was God of God. 3 1 fay, that 
the Sabellians had no occaſion to deny this; ; not 
that I ſay that they affirmed it; the phraſe was un- 
known till the riſe of the Arian controverſy, and could 
not be applied to the Sabellians with propriety. If 5 
am wrong, it is eaſy to produce a paſſage from any of 
the Fathers of the third century, or beginning of the 
fourth century, and whoſe works certainly did noe 
appear before the Arian controverſy. The phraſe is 
| peculiarly applicable to the Arians, who denied the 
conſubſtantiality, or that Chriſt was God of God, 
and not againſt the Sabellians, who affirmed „ 
would alſo obſerve, except for the above proteſt, 
that the paſſage from Epiphanins, p· 26, is neither 
entirely tranſlated, which you juſtly cenſure your: anta- 


goniſt for not always doing, and J will add not truly 


either; 


79 | 
either; but this laſt point will be more fitly examin- 
ed hereafter, when we arrive at that paſſage in your 
letters where you allude to it. I would alſo obſerve, 
except for the above proteſt, that Jerome words, p. 30, 
do not juſtify the term groſſeſt in p. 31, and therefore 


that in this inſtance you ſay more than your author 3 


who according to yourſelf was not inclined to make 
uſe of the mildeſt epithets when attacking thoſe who 
differed from him. The paſſage from Jerome I ſhall 


hereafter alſo conlidet; 1 would alſo obſerve, except 


&c. that there i is a ſeeming inconſiſtency i in the follow- 
ing paſſages. You ſay, p. 3 5, © It [the word Ebionite! 


64 ig not naturally deſeriptive of any particular fet of oþi- 


La) 


* 


* 


a 


cc the Moſaic law; and the cauſe of the contempt was 


ce the mean opinion which was entertained by thoſe, that 


cc gave the TOs of expectations bualt upon legal righte- 


ce ouſneſs? 


I ſhall now paſs to your diſcourſe on the Incarna- 


tion, that we may get the cheeſecake buſineſs out of 
the way, after which we ſhall proceed to the ſtrong 
meat deſigned as an antidote againſt the medicated 


ce phials” of that Arch Heretic Prieſtley. You ſay, 


Pe 314, 


nions; ' but i in p. 154, you ſay, 00 It was given in con- 


tempt: the objects of the contempt were obſervers of 


— —ä—U— II — 


— — 


E25 —uͤ—ͤ— — — . 


— — ä—6⸗— ˙—ĩ2'Gt!r ————— —ů—ů n—_— 
. : — — < 


— A. 
1 


— * 
- 
* 1 
ics £ Fac - —_ * 
rem . Rs pe Or rape, * 9 
n 9 
- % ©" — 
» = 4 
P 5 
2 — — — a 
w# 8 0 2 
. * * 
4 
24 2 — 
2 kt 3 


IS pos en—_— — 


— - — = K 
= nc” OT Ss a= 0: — 5 4 CESS 
— 


1— 
n en 2 5 1 r IU 
l 2. 2 0 2 . 9 
* "_—_— Oe ME I OVERT . 3 - + N n 
2 eue. Fes gs , Eo OE, * . 3 N * A N FF" Ga 46 + <P 5 * 
— hg; * 3 — 2 a * K — ** r , . — 
. 
Ix CORES Lat ite IT ens, WO WO vo ten r 3 
—.— rn . _— q 
c ia ITS £22." 
— — =>...» * ; . r= 
* 8 . - re 2 
e 1 Lan — a 
: r A ates — * 


a * 
1 
dE bet. N * 
1 * * * 
1 0 
; | [ 
. 8 * 
is LN 
/ . © a + FY 
2 ! UL | 4 
"1438 LY 
; ol © ns 
: $ i , * 
\ * 1 
14 9 
11 1 
11198 "Get 
: : 5 . 
> = by 
e 
5 » . 
: k 7 % nn 
2 f SF = + 
+ * 1 : > 5f 
1 : 17 4 BER © 1 
1 1. 1 1 1 
1 1 . \ P& 
1 4 1 | 
q « 7 ” 
+ : þ Ti a 
; LS. 
14 * 
[1/4 Þ I 
' *12 8 
| =. At 
38 3M 4 
i "9 1 
0 1 ? "© * 
1 
11 * 
144 - Ss & 
A \ — * * 
F 2 Til 
1 \ 3 4 
1117 BY 
' * KY 
| | . 
11 1 
F i3 | . 
1 SIE 
2183-28 4 
$ * 14 F 1 is 5 * 
14 1 
i 3.1% : 3% 
f 9 4+ x be = ee” 
' 1:35 3 ki 
' 1 . 12 
A 1 LS; LAS 
* 1 : = at y * 
11 33 1 
* in 12 
— 1 . Be * 
5 1 4 1 
1 * 3 by : {® 
: © E 1 
N 
1 val 
« 4 : 7 11 
<* - 
x 15 WW 4 
* N 
* 44 
| 8 N. 9 
Js © 3 
Vx ? YI 
by 4 4 
6 7 
8 1 
987 1 
I * 
i br 
7 1 
„ 
y 
- 


[ 80 J 


p- 314, e We are aſſembled this day to commemorate 


cc our Lord's nativity, It is not the birth-day of a 
« prophet that this day is ſancti fed, but as the anni - 
c verſary of that great event which has been an- 
| & nounced by the whole ſucceſſion of prophets from 
cc the deginning of the world; ; and i in which the pre- 
ec dictions concerning the manner of the Meſſiab's ad- 
c vent received their complete and literal accompliſh- 
c ment.” 1 apprehend that your Lordſhip would : 
eonfer no ſmall favour upon Chriſtians, by laying 
aſide the Parmenides, your Harmony of the Uni- 


tarians, and the treatiſes upon the Principle of 


Vitality, and prove the truth of the above aſſer- 
tion. have read ſome of thoſe paſſages, I may ſay | 
every one of them, that I underſtood was applied to 
Jeſus, as demonſtrating Him to be the Chriſt or Meſ- 
nah; and 1 perceived no ground whatever for ſuch 


5 an inference. Vour Lordſhip. well knows that the 


term Meſh ah means anointed, and that none were 


| anointed among the Jews, except the high prieft and 
che chief temporal ruler : and Jeſus being neither ane 


nor the other, how can the term anointed or Meſſi ab 
belong to Him, except by ſuch ſpiritual interpre- 


- tations which you ſo oy condemn i in Origen and 


others ? 
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bikets, Moreover, I defy his Lotdfhip or any of his 
expettant clergy, to produce one clear paſſage expreſſive 
0 ſuffering Meſſiah; and that the unlearned, among 
whom I rank myſelf, may be competent judges, let 
the term ſuppoſed to be equivalent to Chriſt, or the 
| Meſſiah, be written in common characters, with its 
- meaning and root from any approved Hebrew Lexicon. 
: As the unlearned are to be the Judges, no Hebrew cha- 


rafters ſhould be introduced, as they cauſe confuſion 


of ideas in thoſe perſons who cannot read them. 1 


would be alſo glad to know by what authority we 


ſanFify the day of the nativity of Jeſus? Were it 


his intention that it ſhould be /an&ified and kept 


holy, T apprehend, that the day of his birth would 


have been recorded by one at leaſt of the evangeliſts - 


but, ſo far from the day of his birth being known, 


there is a difference among the learned of half a 


lube years reſpecting the year in which He was born, 


as his Lordſhip well knows—how improbable then 


that che day of His birth ſhould be known, when 


the year is unknown! I beg leave to know . 


there be any mention made in the New Teſtament 


reſpecting the commemoration of this day; and if 
* N : there 
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| worſhippers who keep holy this day. 


«4 


there be not, I apprehend that the words in the 
laſt chapter of the Revelations will apply to thoſe will⸗ 


\ 


His Lordſhip ſays, p. 32), © St. Luke's Goſpel 


ce therefore, if the writer's own words may be taken 
& about his own work, is an hiſtorical expoſition of the 
_ 9 catechiſm, which Theophilus had learned when he 


c was firſt made a Chriſtian,” Truly this i is, 1 appre- 


hend, a new and curious diſcovery! What! catechiſms 


ſo early to explain a religion fo very ſimple! Again his 
Lordſhip ſays, p. 329, © They ¶ Ebionites] queſtioned 


| & not the inſpiration of the books which they received; 


« but they received only ONE book, a ſpurious copy 


CO of St. Matthew's Goſpel, curtailed of the two firſt 


« chapters,” This | is a curious paſſage ! So one book, 


with his Lordſhip, means books—they queſtioned 


2 not the inſpiration of the books which they received, 
This inference I don't ſee: they ſurely might have 


acknowledged them as true relations without admit- 


ting them to be divinely inſpired. | But 2 books 


did they receive? Euſfebius is expreſs that they re- 


ceived none of the books i in our canon; and for any 


others chat they might have received, I preſume 


his 


LH] 
his Lordſhip will not ſtand up an advocate for their. 
inſpiration, Moreover, the groſs error, mentioned 
by his Lordſhip's Scotch correſpondent in the very 1 
7 beginning of this ſpurious Goſpel of Matthew, ſhows 1 1 


that Jewiſh believers could have no ſuch paſſage in 


any book received by them, even in a common hiſ- 
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tory*. It is true that Dr. Lardner, V. Article 
Symmachus, n. c. cites a paſſage from Euſebius, 
which he tranſlates as if that learned Ebionite re- | 
_ ceived the Goſpel of Matthew, but independently | 1 


of Valeſius, who was as good a Greek ſcholar as 
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Lardner, underſtanding it in the very oppoſite ſenſe, 


how could Euſebius ſay that the Ebionites, without | 


exception, rejected our books of the New Teſtament, if ; 
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| Symmachus, who alone, on account of his learning, 
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might be deemed a hoſt (and from whom the Ebi- 
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the Goſpel of Matthew, I may add, that the learn- | 
ed Scapula, 1 In his Lexicon, ſupports the conſtruQion 
of Valeſius. 1 may alſo add, the abſurdity of any one 


. The paſſage alluded to is the very weaning of this goſpel 15 [t 
came to pals in the days of Herod, the King of Judea, that John came 
* baptizing with the baptiſm of repentance in the river Jordan.“ Herod | 
the King had been dead thirty years before John began to preach : which 
is ſuch a ſtriking anachroniſm, as no Jew could be guilty of reſpecting a 
recent wonſgctian. 
* M 2 of 
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of common ſenſe attempting to prove from Mat- 


thew's Goſpel, that Jeſus was begotten as other per- 


ſons, from the connection of man and woman, who 
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expreſsly ſays, that Joſeph knew not his wife till ſhe 
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brought forth, Matt. c. i. v. 25. 
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I haye now . through theſe two diſcourſes 
of his Lordſhip's, paſſing by many objectionable 
paſſages which 15 might have noted. There are ſome 
of them however, as inſiſted upon in his letters to 


Dr. Prieftley, and in his Diſquiſitions, which I ſhall 


conſider when they again offer themſelves. I ſhall 
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conclude with an extract from the Charge to his 
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Clergy, that „“ learned and numerous aſſembly,” 
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my readers a ſpecimen of his Lordſhip's pulpit elo- 
quence. His Lordſhip, ſpeaking of the reſemblance be- 
' tween the docirines of Orthodox Chriſtianity and thoſe of 


the Platon 15 upon ſome points; and afterobſervingthat 18 
an enquiry | into the cauſe of it would be both curious 
and important, ſays, p. 43, 855 The enquiry | be- 
87 come more important when it is diſcovered that 
ce theſe notions were by no means peculiar to the 


66 Platonic chaol; ; that the Platoniſts pretended t to be 


„no 


* — — 
2» 4 
_ —— o 6 


v 4 
- 


11 
& no more than the expoſitors of a more ancient 
ce doctrine, which is traced from Plato to Parmenides; 
ce from Parmenides to his maſters of the Pythagoreag 


MD 


ſect ; from the Pythagoreans to Orpheus, the earlieſt 
60 of the Grecian Myſtagogues; ; from Orpheus to the 


= 


c ſecret lore of the Egyptian prieſts, i in which the 
te foundations of the Orphic theology were laid. Simi- 


“e lar notions of a triple principle prevailed in the 


* 


Perſian and Chaldean theology; and veſtiges even 
© of the worſhip of a Trinity were diſcernible in the 
Roman ſuperſtition in a very late age. This wor- 
8. ſhip the Romans had received from their Trojan 
66 anceſtors; : for the Trojans brought it with them 
c into Italy from Phrygia. In Phrygia it was in- 
A troduced by Dardanus fo early as the ninth century? 
[what accuracy J * after Noah's flood. Dardanus 
& carried it” [it was a heavy burthen] e 60 from Samo- 
6 chrace, where the perſonages that were the objects 
cc of it were worſhipped under the Hebrew name of | 
ce the Cabirim. Who theſe Cabirim might be has 
6. been a matter of un-ſucceſsful enquiry to many 
6 learned men. The atmo? that is known with cer- 
4 tainty is, that t they were __— THREE, and 


c were 


"Ty 


2-8 


, were called by way of eminence the Great or 
„ Mighty ONES, for that is the import of the Hebrew 


es name; and of a like import 18 their Latin appella- 


ic tion, Penates. Dii per quos penitus fpiramus, per 


& quos habemus corpus, per quos rationem animi Poſſi- 


« + demus, Dii qui ſunt intrinſecus, atque in intimſs 


4 penetralibus Ceeli, Thus the j joint worſhip of Jupt- 


« ter, Juno, and Minerva, the triad of the Roman 
> © capitol, is traced to that of the THREE MIGHT * 
. ONES in Samo chrace; which was eſtabliſhed in 

c that iſtand, at what preciſe time it is impoſſ ble to 

8c determine, but earlier, if Euſebius may be credited, 7 

ec than the days of Abraham.” This paſſage may be 5 

reckoned among his Lordſhip $ flights. Though Fs : 

knowledge, that it might produce ſurpriſe, perhaps 92 
11 i/Ement, i in the ſober reader; yet I am inclined to think 


| that Longinus would not claſs it (had this precious 


morſe] exiſted | in his time) among thoſe paſſages which 


exhibit an example of the true ſublime.——I am rather 


inclined to think that he would ſuppoſe that the , | 


preacher was in nubibus, As I write for the unlearned, 


It may not be improper to mention, that if what his 


* Lordfhip here ſays be well founded, that then the 


 knowledgo 


* 


RT — — 
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knowledge of theſe THREE Mighty ONES muſt 


have been preſerved by tradition about a thouſand 


years! ! for ſuch a length of time is generally admitted 
to have paſſed between Abraham and the firſt Heathen 


writer. For if Moſes, who lived four hundred years 


after Abraham, has alluded to the Three Mighty Ones, 


animadverſions upon his Lordſhip's Charge to his 
n and his Sermon on the Incarnation, 1 ſhall 
proceed to his Letters to Dr. Prieſtley. 

The firſt point, which I ſhall enter upon the ex- 


: amination of, is, to which of the hereſies Jahn alludes 


in the following paſſage: 1 John c. iv. v. 2, 3. © Here- 
& by know ye the Spirit of God: every Spirit that 
« confeſſeth that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleſh, is 


& of God; and every Spirit that confeſſeth not that : 


« * Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleſh, is not of Gode 


and this is that Spirit of Anti-Chriſt whereof ye 


cc have heard that it ſhould come, and even now al- 


cc ready is it in the world. ” The queſtion here is, 


who does the Apoſtle nd by thoſe who confe ſeth ; 
not that Feſus Chriſt is come in the fleſh 2 His Lordſhip 
ſays, the Unitarians [that is the Ebionites], Doctor 
5 | Prieſtley 
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5 the paſſage has eſcaped me. Haring now finiſhed my 
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Prieftley ſays, the Docetæ, or Marcionites : and chat 
the Doctor is right, and the Biſhop wrong, in this 


particular, muſt be obvious to whoever has read the 


Preliminary Diſquiſition with attention; for therein 
1 proved that the Ebionites, whom the Biſhop here 
calls Unitarians, never believed that Chriſt had at 


all come; and conſequently John could not allude to 


| them, who did not believe that Chriſt came either ; in the 
fleſh, or out of the fleſh. All Chriſtians, however, 
believing that Jeſus was the Chriſt, muſt have believed 
that Chriſt came in the fleſh, or out of the fleſh; that 


J ohn does not cenſare thoſe, who believed chat He came 


in the fleſh, is clear from the ſecond verſe; and that 


he cenſures thoſe, who did not believe that he came 


in the fleſh, is equally clear from the third verſe. Now 


all Chriſtians for the firſt two centuries believed that 


i Chriſt came inthe fleſh, except the Mareionites;  there- 


fore the Marcionites, or Docetæ, muſt be thoſe to 


whom John alludes. I apprehend, then, that I have : 
proved that the Doctor $ opinion is right, But before 
1 quit this paſſage I have an obſervation to make, 
which 1 18, that as the Marcionites ſprung up about 
the year of Chriſt 145, it follows, that this epiſtle 


could 


{ 8 J 
kould not have been written till after that time. This 
muſt be admitted by thoſe who will not allow of the 
proleptic or prophetic quality in the Apoſtles, and 
therefore it was with good reaſon that the ancients 
admitted not this epiſtle into. the ſacred canon, for the 
work muſt be ſpurious, John being dead at leaſt forty= 


five years before it was written. That John in the 


ſecond verſe had only thoſe believers on Chriſt in his 
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eye, who thought orthodoxly, or ſomething nearly ſo, 
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reſpecting Chriſt's having come in the fleſh, is alſo evi- oo [ } 
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dent, and of coutſs he could not have the Ebionites 


in view, as Dr. Prieſtley imagines, as they did not be- 


lieve that the Chriſt had at all come, either 7 in or out 
of the fleſh. 


Of the Nazarene his Lordſhip ſpeaks thus; 


Charge, p. 23. Letters to Dr. Prieſt Ditto, 147. 


„ He [Epiphanius] | Ys P. 128-9. | « That the name of 
& had deſcribed them | e For Hugo Gro- ] Nazarene was de- 
„[the Nazarenes] in | © tius, Voſſius, Spen-“ ſcriptive of a hereſy, I 
„general as a ſect half | * cer, and Huetius a-. was confident none 
* & Chriſtian : not Jews, gree that the Naza- | ** in that ny 
* becauſe they had | © renes and Ebionites, | © doubted.” 55 
6 ſomething of a belief | though ſometimes | 
& in Chriſt ; not Chril- | © confounded, were | 
& tians, becauſe they | © diſtin ſeQts ; RT 
lived in bondage to | © they maintain the o- 
the ritual law;” “ pinion which I now. 
| I“ maintain of the high 
e orthodoxy of the pro 
© per Nazarenes in the 
“ article of our Lord's 


a . e E diwinity.“ | | M— 
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T1 
In the firſt paſſage his Lordſhip only admits the Na- 
zarenes to be, at the utmoſt, but half orthodox, in the 


ſecond, he maintains them to be hi ghly orthodox. In 
the third, he affirms, as a matter of notoriety, that 


the name was deſcriptive of a hereſy. Let his Lord- 


ſhip reconcile thoſe expreſſions if he can. From this 


paſſage 1 find that Hugo Grotius, &c. with whom 
his Lordſhip joins in concert, affirms the high ortho- 
doxy of the Nazarenes; that is, that they believed 

N that the Word was made fleſh or that the Son was 
equal, or conſubſtantiate with the F ather: (for 1 ſhall 
make his Lordſhip a preſent of the Holy Ghoſt, as 
their total ignorance. of his proper perſonality proves 
that they were, far from being highly orthodox) 1 
therefore would wiſh to know upon what authority 
his Lordſhip, and Hugo Grotius, &c. affirm their high 
| orthodoxy ? 2 His Lordſhip knows that explicit teſ- 
timony | is the only teſt, according to himſelf, for 
proving any ſentiment ſuppoſed to be held by the an- 
cients. To eſtabliſh this point, explicit teflimony from 

| the ancients is indiſpenſably neceſſary 3 ; for to attempt 


to prove it by inferences would be trifling with his 


T readers, 


lis 
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_ His Lordſhip ſays, p. 139, « But with Ebion, the : 

& denial of the -miraculous conception was itſelf a 
e ff principle, independent of every thing elle. F 
This aſſertion of his Lordthip' s, is, like hundreds of 

others in theſe trafts—without proof. I may add j 

alſo, that the aſſertion is not only contrary to the ex- 
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plicit teſtimony of ancient hiſtorians, but even con- 
trary to what his Lordſhip himſelf even admits. That 
it is contrary to the explicit teſtimony of the ancients 


38 proved by what Origen ſays, and which i IS quoted 


with approbation by his Lordſhip, p. 155, whoſe. 
8 words he thus renders—ec Theſe,” ſays Origen, ce are ; 
te the Double Ebionites ; 3 who either confeſs Jeſus 


c born of a Virgin, in like manner as we do; or 
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te think He was not born in that manner, but like 
$5 other men ”-——For the original JV. Pre. Diſq. Pe 55 LE J 
n. EY Now if the denial of the miraculous con- i 


r 
f . 
* * = 
ab * . 2 
1 2 

8 - CF, 


- 
fe 
” 
TR Et 
we Bi Fan . 1 — — 
SOOT 2 bad — . IS 
uy — 
3 2 — = — 1 
4 8 
. 2 11 . 
* . 


6 ception was a 2 principle with Ebion, how = l i 

c came thoſe who acknowledged the miraculous con 1 | 1 

ception to be called Ebioniges? His Lordſhip, 1 | } 
x with regard to others, preſcribes many rules of which | 3 
he is totally regardleſs himſelf ; but the cardinal | 
one is, that without N evidenc from the an- 
Nga cients, 


6—— „ . 
Mun, 


* ] 
; cients, nothing is proved, or ſhould be aſſerted, for that c 
this is the N ne qua non, or only proof of all aſſertions, 
Nevertheleſs his Lordſhip's entire performance i is fil- 
led with aſſertions without proof, and almoſt all of 
them I affirm to be groundleſs; but in the preſent 
inſtance his affertion i is notonly contrary to theexpreſs 
evidence of Origen, but even againſt what himſelf | 
elſewhere admits; for i in page 154, be aſſerts, that the 
Ebionites, which word ſignifies poor, got thisname from 
the poverty 66 of expectations built on legal righteouſ- 
neſs,” without noticing this Auf principle of theirs, 
a denial of the miraculous conception beſides, his 
Lordſhip mentions from Euſebius, p. 382, that 
* the better ſort of Ebionites believed alſo in the mira- 
*M eulous conception.” | 
His Lordſhip fays, x p. 140, e but in a ſubſequent 
Hoh Epiphanius ſpeaks, it ſeems,” 6 of the Ebio- 
*. nites as s inhabiting the ſame country as the Naza- 
La renes,” and adds, « that agreeing together, they 
40 communicated of heir perverſencſs to each other. 
elt is true that in the paſſage which he Dr. prieſt- 
c ley] has produced, Epiphanius ſpeaks of the Ebion- 
$ ites as the near neighbours of certain Nazarenes, and 
of a reſemblance which the vicinity of ſituation pro- 
. 5 duced, 


E 


t duced. But the Nazarenes intended Were they the 


* Chriſtian Nazarenes, or the Naſaræan Jews ? They 
© are called © the lawleſs Nazarenes [Nazarenoi oi 
anomoi].“ The Chriſtian Nazarenes had nothing in 
© their conduct that might render them deſerving of 


t this epithet : their error was, that they feared to uſe 


their liberty, not that they abuſed it. The Naſarzan 


t Jews, as Jews, werelawleſs in every emphatical ſenſe, 


t inaſmuch as they nounced the whole of the Moſaic 


> law, except, that they crreumciſed, kept the ſabbath, 


7 and paid ſome regard to the ate fe HAivals- Theſe 
Naſaræan Jeus, whom his Lordſhip here notices, 


were a curious ſort of Jews, who renounced the 


whole of the Moſaic hw: except that they retain- 


kd, I believe—l will venture to ſay, the greater part 


of the Moſaic law; for 1 defy his Lordſhip to bring 
one clear explicit paſſage from an ancient writer of 
| authority, who aſſerts that any body of Jews re- 


; nounced the Moſaic moral law, and admitted the 


| Exceptions which his Lordſhip makes. I would alſo 
wiſh toknow upon what authority his Lordſhip renders 


the word Nazarenoi by Naſaræans, contrary to the 


uniform pradiiee of other tranſlators ? Is it to im- 
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preſs hoedleſs readers, that by making a /en/ible dif- 


ference in the Wo words, Nazarenes, and Na- 
Greek, I hall ſay mags tricks, a manages 


ment, and other baſe arts, which his Lordſhip is ſo lis 
beral j in imputing to his opponent; but I beg leaye to 
know how it happens that his Lordſhip renders the 
| word Nazarenoi here by the term Naſaræans, but 

elſewhere by Nazarenes? And I may ſay too, in this 


yery paragraph, I am incliped to think that hig 
Lordſhip was induced to it by the term anomoi, or 


lawleſs ; his Lordſhip not being able to perceive 


how his highly orthodox Nazarenes could deſervg 


ſuch an epithet ; but the ſecret is, that theſe Highly 
orthodox Nagarenes rejected the New Law, alias the 


New Teſtament, in which this high orthodoxy is {q 


clearly ſet forth, and therefore in the exe of an ore 
thodox Chriſtian, they would deſeryedly be ſtiled 
lawleſs, I muſt alſo abſerye, that it is only from an 
inference from Epiphanius s words that his Lordſhip 
Infers that they rejected the Moſaic law, which ſhewa 
wbat little reliance ſhauld be placed upon all inferen- 


al . when a perſon of his $ Lordſhip' infor- 
mation 


T1 
mation and abilities has been ſhewn to have been ſo fred 


quently wrong in his inferences: in truth never rights 


His Lordſhip ſays, p. 145, note, © Dr, Prieſtley als 
© lowing Epiphanius to have been, © in ſome things 


weak enough,” © exults however in the teſtimony, 
© which in his chapter againſt the Arians, he bears 
© againſt the Nazarenes as a ſet, which, together with 
the Edionites held the doQine of the ſimple humanity 


© of Chriſt. And he ſays, that in this Epiphanius 


| & ſtands uncontradicted by any authority whatever 


Dr. Prieftley i is miſtaken; raſhly venturing to aſſerts 


© that where no authority is known to him, none is 


© extant. Epiphanius is in this contradicted, not only 
rx by vim ſel , as 1 have already ſhewn, but by a writet 


c of far ſupetior credit; by Joannes Damaſcenus, who, 


in his book de Hzreſibus, ſays expreſsly, that the 


© Nazarenes confeſſed! Jeſus to be the Son of God, Da- 


© maſcenus would not have ſaid of Doctor Prieſtley, of 


© of: any.one maintaining the imple humanity of Chriſt, 


© that he confeſſes Jeſus to be the Son of God. Why 


Hot? why not as well as Nicodemus, who, according ” 


to Chry ſoſtom, tho he called Jeſus the Son of God, act 


knowledged him only as a mere man? 6 Nathanael, 1 


« he ſays, confeſſed Chriſt as a a Man, when he addreſſed 
himſelf 
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#* Hirnſelf to him, * the title of Sor of God, John i i. 494 


« as appears by his adding, ho art the King of Iſrael®, ” 
p. 103. His Lordſhip ſays, that Damaſcenus is ari autho- 
rity far ſuperior to Epiphanius—he may be ſo with re« 
gard to tranſactions which happened neat his own times; 
but with reſpect to what happened ſix centuries before 
his time, he cannot be deemed authority at all; fa” 
that in this reſpect he is not to be compared, as an au- 
thority, to Epiphanius, however contemptible he may 
be. Epiphanius flouriſhed i in the ath century, Damaſ- 
cenus in the 8th, which alone determines this queſtion, 
His Lordſhip ſays, that Epiphanius is contra 
dicted by himſelf, in affirming that the Nazarenes 
held the ſimple humanity of Chriſt. Let the reader 
judge. The paſſage upon which his Lordſhip grounds 
this aſſertion, is as follows: « But concerning Chriſt 
«] cannot ſay, whether they Nansen think him a 
66 mere Man, or, as the truth is, that he was begotton 
« « of Man by t the Holy Ghoſt,” Tracts. p · 26, Your 
Lordſhip grounds your aſſertion upon the words 6e as 
the truth is”, as if Epiphanius had aſſerted, that the 
truth was, that they affirmed, he was begotten 
E. d. vir Twonf alla Aryary pon BopuGrBnc, Os yay rel mag we” 
1 59% In. John. Hom. 18, Op. vol. viii p. 10g. Hiſt.Op. V. iii. p. 6. 
by 


pate — — — — — 


L 97 1 


by the Holy Spirit: he truly muſt have been an ideot, Y 
in the literal ſenſe of the word, who was capable of A 
aſſerting in the words immediately preceding, that he did ; 1 
not know what their opinions were reſpecting the mere | k 
manhood of Jeſus, and in the words immediately ſuc- | f | 
ceeding, that he ſhould affirm, that he abſolutely did | 
know what were their ſentiments reſpecting his Man- | | | 
hood: but independently of this, I will affrm, that 1 
66 as the truth is is a parentheſis, expreſſive of the wri- 4 
ter's own ſentiments, and may be taken away without i 
injuring the ſenſe, which is the eſſence of a parentheſis, 1 


— 


Again I affirm, that the Nazarenes, as Fews, knew no- 
thing of the Holy Ghoſt; therefore, though Epipha- 
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nius had aſcribed this opinion of the miraculous con- 
ception to the eee which he does not, he ought 
not to be believed, as we have better evidence than 
he to aſſure us, that the Jews knew nothing at all 
of the Holy Ghoſt : moreover, admitting even that 
- the Nazarenes did acknowledge the Holy Ghoſt, and 
| that Chrift was begotten by Him of Mary, yet the 


Divinity of Chriſt would not follow, as Is evident 
from the following paſſage, cited by his Lordſhip 
from Origen, which 1 ſhall give in his Lordſhip's 
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own words, p. 78. And when you conſider, 


c what belief they of the Jewifh race, who be- 


c lieve in Jeſus, entertain of the Redeemer; ſome 


7-06 thinking that he took his being "Rs Mary 
cc and Joſeph, ſome indeed from Mary only, and ; 
« the Divine Spirit, but {till without any belief of his 


« Divinity.” Now as his Lordſhip admits, that all 


the Nazarenes were of the Jewiſh race, it follows, 
that none of the Nazarenes believed in the Divinity of 
: Jeſus. - What then becomes of his Lordſhip's half or- 
thodox, and highly orthodox Nazarenes? in fact they are 
totally annihilated; and ſo they mould, as their exiſt- 
ence depended upon a parcel of vague hypotheſes 


reſulting from almoſt invincible prejudice: for the 


greateſt men are ſaid to have had their prejudices, and 


--- Lordſhip, : as well as Hugo Grotius, xc. is not 


exempt fr om human weakneſſes, 
His Lordſhip ſays, p. 147. It is not allowed by 
6 me, that from that time” [the apoſtolic age] cor in 


0 any age of the church, that * the whole body of the 


60 Jewiſh Chriſtians were diſtinguiſhed by the name of 
„ Nazarenes.“ Let us hear then what the book of 


Acts ſays, xxiv. 5» © And we have found this man a 


cc peſtilent 


on 


cc peſtilent fellow, and a mover of ſedition among all 


& the Fews throughout the world, and a ringleader of the 


c ſeft of the Nazarenes.” If all the followers of Jeſus 
are not here comprehended under the name Nazarenes, 


Il ſhall no longer pretend to underſtand plain Engliſh: 


and if all, of courſe the whole body of the Jewiſh 


followers of Jeſus, V. alſo Pre. Diſq. p. 27. n. 16. His 


Lordſhip ſays, in reply to Dr. Prieſtley, p. 155; Vo 


will ſay, that ſince we have Origen's teſtimony for 


4 the univerſality of the name, [Ehionite, as appli- 


cable to all Jewiſh believers, V. Prel. Diſq. p. 4 Do 2.1 


the argument from the two paſſages, taken in con- 


nection, may Rill proceed, If 1 could admit the uni- 


verſality of the name upon Origen? 8 teſtimony, I ſhould 


inſiſt that this deſcription of the two-fold Ebionite i in 
the 5th book, is not exactly what you take it to be. I 
| ſhould remark; that the words, omoios emin, cc in 


(c like manner as we do, make an important branch of 8 


the character of the milder fort. ce Theſe,” fays 


. Origen, cc are the Double Ebionites; who either con- 


c« feſs Jeſus born of a Virgin, in like manner as we do, 


cc or think he was not born in that manner, but like 


« other men,” I would maintain, that the words, 
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« in like manner as we do,” are equivalent to the 
e words, © as the truth is;” in Epiphanius's deſcription 


© of that belief in the miraculous conception, which 


he ſays, the Nazarenes, for aught he knew to the 
© contrary, might hold; and 1 ſhould contend, that 


* Origen, maintains with 1s equivocation, of thoſe 


better Ebionites, what Epiphanius reluctantly con- 


« feſſes of the Nazarenes that they held the Catholic 
8 dodtrine concerning the nature of our Lord.“ 1 agree 
with his Lordihip, that the phraſes, «in like manner 
« as we do” i in Origen, and © as the truth is” in Epi- 
phanius, are equipollent; ; but they are, beſides, paren- 
theſes expreſſ ve of the author s 0Wn ſentiments, and 
may, in both paſſages, be taken away without, in the 
ſmalleſt degree, injuring the ſenſe. If my reader ſhould 
have the ſmalleſt doubt, that this is the eſſence of a 
parentheſis, Johnſon's dictionary will eafily fatisfy 
= him; ; therefore his Lordſhip” 8 concluſion that the Z 
Double Ebionites « held the Catholic doctrine con- 
« cerning the nature of the Lord,” i is founded upon two . 


: paſſages i in Epiphanius and Origen, which only allude : 


to the writer's own ſentiments, and not at all to thoſe 


of the people whom they are deſcribing. I muſt ob- 


ſerve, 


L 161 J 
ſerve, that notwithſtanding his Lordſhip is at home 


in the Greek, that this paſſage is not truly ren- 
dered by him; for the Greek words only ſay « in like 


© manner with us, which is far ſhort of © in like man- 


cc ner as WE vo; ” for, if this was an exact rendering, | 


there would be ſome foundation for his Lordſhip's in- 
ference, that the Double Ebionites © held the Catholic 


0 dodtrine concerning the nature of our Lord? for the 


words © as we do” imply a perfect and entire congruityz 
| whereas the Greek only implies congruity in one par- 
ticular point that is, that Jeſus was miraculouſly 
conceived. Had they believed the Catholic doQrine 


concerning the nature of our Lord, they would have 


been Chriſtians ; which I challenge his Lordſhip, or 


any Chriſtian of any deſcription whatever, to pro- 


duce a ſingle paſſage from a well-informed, I believe 


3 might ſay, from any ancient author, which ex- 


plicitly affirms it; therefore Dr. Prieſtley s arguments 


from Origen and Epiphanius ſtand good; that neither 


the Ebionites, nor Double Ebionites, nor Nazarenes, 


believed in the Divinity of our Lord, The reader, I 
truſt, will not forget that the Double Ebionites were 


ſhown, p. 5 of the Preliminary Diſquitition, to have 


been 
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L 102 J 
been Gentile believers, and not Jewiſh, as his Lord- 
ſhip here ſuppoſes. Pr 
I have already complained of his Lordſhip's hav- 


ing mifled his readers by inaccurate tranſlations, and 


of which the above inſtance from Origen, I ap- 


prehend, is a clear proof. I have alſo complained 


of emiſſions in his tranſlations, which as cenſuring the 


ſame practice in his opponent, he ſhould be careful of ; 


not ſubjecting himſelf to a retort: beſides there may 
be ſome apology for Dr, Prieſtley, who has intro- 


duced hundreds of paſſages from the ancients into 


his writings; and therefore he might think, that a 


regular tranſlating of them all would be irkſome to 
the generality of his readers; and of courſe might 


think himſelf diſpenſed from entirely tranſlating, 


and ſometimes might think himſelf at liberty to 


; abridge, them. I mean not this as a defence of the in- 


genious Doctor, for 1 think him blameable i in both re · 


ſpects. 1 hall, in the following paragraph, produce] an 


Inſtance of a very material omiſſion in the tranſlation of 
a paflage from Epiphanius by his Lordſhip, with what 


intent, or whether with any, he himſelf and the Deity 


| beſt know; for! pretend not to ſuch an intimate know- 


ledge of the human heart as entitles me to determine. 


The 


* 
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The following paſſages from Origen, Epiphanius; 


and Theodoret, will, I truſt, confirm every unpreju- 
diced perſon, that the terms Nazarene and Ebionite 
were only nick- names; and that when the firſt, Naza- 


rene, was made uſe of by a Jew, that the term com- 


prehended every believer in Jeſus. For the reaſons 
aſſigned by his Lordſhip, Tracts, p. 154, the unbe- 
lieving Jews could never have nick-named the Jewiſn 
believers in Jeſus, Ebionites: and therefore when the 
term Ebionite was made uſe of by Chriſtians, that 


under it they comprehended not particularly, a a ſect of 


Jewiſh believers, but in fact every Jewiſh believer of 


whatever deſcription, which, as luck would have it, 
was only one with reſpect to the faith, notwithſtanding - 
what Biſhop Bull, or Hugo Grotius, Mr, Gibbon, or 


Biſhop Horſley may ſay; for they all believed, chat 


Jeſus was a mere Man, and knew nothing at all 
of his Divinity. This the three following paſſages, 


whether taken ſeparately or in connection, indiſpu- 


tably prove. Origen ſays, ſpeaking of the Ebionites, 


cc And when you conſider the faith of the Jews, Who 


4c believe in Jeſus, concerning the Saviour, ſome 


60 thinking, that he was of Mary and Joſeph, ſome 
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I 164 J 
« of Mary alone and the Divine Spirit, not howeves 
« with his Divinity*,” Epiphanius ſays, ſpeaking 
of the Nazarenes, But concerning Chriſt 1 
e cannot tell, whether they, being impelled by the 


ce impiety of the abqve-named Cerinthus and Merinthus, 
00 believe him to be a mere Man: or, as the truth i is, 
« affirm, that he was born of Mary and the Holy 
0 Spirit“. vi Theodoret, after having before mentioned 
the Ebionites and Nazarenes, ſays, 66 About the ſame 


_ «© time Cerinthus was the author of another hereſy, or 


60 ſect. Having been a long while in Egypt, and 5 


« ſtudied philoſophical learning, at length he came 
c late Aſia, and gathered diſciples, v which he called 
6 after his own name. He taught that there is 
« one God over all, nevertheleſs he did not make 
„ the world, but ſome other powers ſeparate 
Ko from him, and 7 of him. He ſaid, in bike 
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cc manner with the Hebrews, that Jeſus was bes 


& gotten, according to nature, of a man and a wo- 


« man, Joſeph and Mary, but that he ſurpaſſed other 


00 men in wiſdom, righteouſneſs, and other virtues *.“ 
Here then we haye the ſame opinions concerning the 
| humanity of Jeſus, aſcribed by Origen to the double 
Ebionites, as to the Ebionites, who were Jewiſh be- 


lievers; alſo to the Nazarenes by Epiphanius, who, 


all acknowledge, were underſtood by him to be 


Jewiſh believers, without any mixture of Gentile; 


and to the Hebrews by Theodoret, which certain- 


1 includes every Jew. Can it then be doubted, but 
that the terms, Nazarenes and Ebionites, i in like man- 
ner, included every Jewiſh believer; and that the firſt 
was a nick-name given in the beginning of the 


firſt preaching of the Goſpel by the Jews to all 


the followers of Jeſus, agreeably to the Acts of 


the Apoſtles; ; and that the term Ebionite was ano- 


ther nick-name given by the Chriſtians to thoſe per- 
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fons, whether Jews or Gentiles, who thought as the 
Jewiſh believers, that the Chriſt had not AT ALL come; 


and were contented, agreeably to the import of the 


name, which in Hebrew ſignifies Poor, with the Poor, 


mean, low promiſes contained in the Old Teſtament, 


x ſetting at nought the rich ones held forth! in the Goſ- 


pel ? The term Nazarene, it ſeems, in the time of 


Epiphanius, had changed its original Ggnification, as 
from being deſcriptive of all the believers in Jeſus, 
it became ſynonimous with Ebionite, or one who de- 


nied Jeſus to have been the Meſſiah—which is a ſtrong 


preſumptive argument that the opinion held reſpect- 


ing Jefus by the Ebionites, was the ſame which was 


at firſt maintained by the N azarenes, when that term 


was deſcriptive of all the believers in Jeſus; and, if 


this be granted, it is the only opinion which ought 
to be entertained of Him. When the reader conſiders 


the times in which theſe three writers began to flou- 


riſh—namely, Origen about the year 2 3 —Epiphanius | 


about 368—and Theodoret about the year 423—and 
will conſider the paſſages in this ſucceſſion, and will 


alſo take into the account what Origen has ſaid of 


the Double Ebionites, he can, 1 think, ſcarcely doubt, 


but 


107 | 
but that each ſucceeding writer had the preceding in | 
his eye. The in like manner with us,” of Origen, 
and, as the truth Wn” of Epiphanius, ſtrongly re- 
Gable one another in real import. Alſo, the 
© being impelled by the impiety of the above · named 
« Cerinthus, and Merinthus* of Epiphanius, and 


Theodoret s introducing the opinions of Cerinthus, 


after mentioning the Nazarenes and Ebionites, in- 


duces me to think that Theodoret had Epiphanius's 


relation in his eye, Who did not know if the Naza- 


renes were not impelled by the impieiy of Cerinthus and 5 


Merinthus to dep? their opinions. Now if this be * 


lowed, they who are acquainted with, and have felt 


the force of, the alldciation of ideas, will at once 


perceive, that had his Lordſhip tranſlated at length 


the above paſſage of Epiphanius, (the part in Italics 


having been omitted by him,) what Theodoret ſays, 
| which is tranſlated at length by Lardner, would in- 

ſtantly have ſprung up into the attentive reader 8 mind, 
and thus enable him to produce a paſſage from a re- 


ſpectable Hiſtorian, which would totally confute his 


Lordſhip' s entire Hypotheſis, I will not impute to his 


Lordſhip, as I have already obſerved, 6 art, tricks, 


1 i management; 
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& management, ſtratagem;“ but let his Lordſhip, if 
he thinks fit, acquit himſelf to the public, by affigning 
5 his motive for his omitting that part of the paſſage marked 
in Italics, which could be no difficulty to a perſon wha 
is © at home” in the Greek—real ſcholars will feel the 
force of this argument, others probably may not. I 
ſpeak from my own experience, not having perceived 
the aſſociation till 1 read the entire paſſage in the 
Greek, which 1 found mutilated in the tranſlation, 
though I believe 1 may ſay, that I read the text with- 


out examining the notes, two or three times at leaſt, 


I will not fo far affront my own truth, as to fay that 
I acquit his Lordſhip of every thing wrong in this bu- 
ſineſs. The abilities which his Lordſhip has diſplay- 
ed in this controverſy, beſides his avowed watchful- 
neſs, prevent me from thinking that any thing can be 
ſaid or done by him in this controverſy without a : 
Affen; which implies, that he had an end in view. 
In the paſſage cited from Theodoret, 1 have tran- 
lated tois Ebraiois parapleſios, * in like manner with 
te the Hebrews,” whereas Lardner tranſlates, © as the 
e Jews generally do it is obvious that Ebraiois in 
Engliſh means an but this is of little conſes 


[ | ; | quence, | 


109 J 


quenee, Jews and Hebrews being equipollent; bur 
what I complain of is, the word generally, which does 


not imply wnjverſality ; whereas the Greek term pa- 


rapleſios does; and in this manner is underſtood by 


Lardner himſelf in another paſſage of Theodoret, 


in which it cannot be taken in any other ſenſe, as 
will be obvious from the paſſage itſelf, Lardner ſays, 


paraphraſing the original, Fe Artemon, called alſo 


Las Artemas, ſays Theodoret, agrees with us in ac. 


cc knowledging the ſupreme Deity, and owning Him 


| cc to be the Creator of the Uniyerſe*, % T have refer» 
red to this paſſage, p. 56. 
When * conſider the character of Theodoret 


as an Hiſtorian, and that the Jews, or He- 


brews, knew nothing ar all of the Holy Ghoſt, 


I cannot avoid being of his opinion, that the 


Jews, | or Hebrews, knew nothing of, nor acknow- 


ledged, the miraculous conception; and that Origen 


was miſinformed in attributing to any of the Jewiſh 


believers ſo ſenſeleſs a notion: for if they did not be- 
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[ 110 J 
eve in the ſeparate exiſtence of the Holy Spirit, 
how could they believe in the miraculous conception, 


which was cauſed by the inttrumentality of the 


Holy Spirit? That ſome other Chriſtian writers 
ſhould aſcribe this notion to the Ebionites, or Na · 


1 _zarenes, is not to be wondered at; for they never he- _ 


9 1 1 4 * 
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ſitated at any untruths: beſides, what Origen ſays 
might be well deemed ſufficient authority to writers 
like Jerome, who were impetuous and ambitious or 
writing a great deal, which cloſe examination abſo- W | 
lutely precludes; | 
That the Jews did not believe in the diſinc' per- 
ſonality of the Holy Spirit, the following paragraph F 
from Lardner clearly proves fle ſays, 6 Jerome re 
« has more than once remarked upon Lactantius, 
ce that in his Epiſtles*, eſpecially thoſe to Demetrian, 
15 . he denies the perſonality of the Holy Spirit; re- 


6 fg him, as the Jews erroneouſly do, to the Fa- 


0 ther, or the Son. Jerome fays, that in his time 


* LaQantius in epiſtolis ſuis, & maxime in epiſtolis ad Demetrianum, 
ſpiritus ſancti negat ſubſtantiam, & errore Judaico dicit eum vel ad pa- 
trem referri, vel ad filium, et ſanctificationem utriuſque Perſonæ ſub 
eas nomine demonſtrari. Hicron. ad. Pamm, et Oc. xli. al. 653 
i , Iv. P- 345» Lard ir. 60. form, ed. vii, 143» 


* that 


Mo 

e that this was a common opinion with —— Who 
did not underſtand the ſcriptures,” 

His Lordſhip in continuation, See p. 100 of 
theſe ſheets proceeds — © And "in this manner the 
20 words of Origen ſeem to have been underſtood, 
* by both Grotius and Voſfus [fo then they did 
not abſolutely underſtand them thus See p. 89, 24, 


col. where we are told that they were agreed and main- 
rained their bigb Orthodoxy], when oy allow that 
© the Nazarenes, . Orthodox in this part 
« of their : faith, included in this paſſage of 


Origen, Book . in the appellation of Ebionites.“ 


5 [If they allowed this they were wrong, the Nazarenes 
being Jewiſh, whereas the Double Ebionites, of whom 


, Origen * 


ed Hoe ideo, quia multi per imperitiam ſcripturarum (quod et Fir- 
mianus in octavo ad Demetrianum epiſtolarum libro o facit) aſſerunt, ſpi- 
5 ritum ſanctum ſpe Patrem, ſæpe filium nominari.. Et cum perſpicue 


in Trinitate credamus, tertiam perſonam auferentes non ſubſtantiam 


1 cjus volunt eſſe, ſed nomen. In Galat. c. IV. v. vi. Po 268. Lardner, Ds 


ib. v. alſoTertullian Pre, Dily- Do 29: P % OG 3 
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Gentile believers. See Pre. Diſ. p. 5. n. 3+]: © I ſhould 
s contend, if the former paſſage prove the name gene- 
© ral for the whole body of Hebrew Chriſtians [Origen 
fays nothing of Chriſtians], * the latter equally proves, 


that the notion of an Unitarian' [Humaniſt] © was not 
bh, neceſſarily included in it. [Why not ? Origen aſſures 
us, in a paſſage cited by his Lordſhip, See Tracts p 78, 


that whether the Jewiſh believers acknowledged the mira- 


| culous conception or not, they were equally diſbelievers 


of his divinity]. © The connexion therefore of theſe 


two paſlages makes little for your purpoſe, ſince the 


6 ſecond ſerves to overthrow the argument which might 
£ be built on the firſt. - [In the ſecond Origen ſpeaks of 
the Double Ebionites, or Gentile believers in the hu- a 


manity of Jeſus, which certainly cannot overthrow 


any argument founded on the firſt, where he ſpeaks 


only of Jewiſh believers]. It juſtifies what I have 


Advanced in miy charge, upon 2 preſumption' [a preſump- 


tion * that the firſt ingly would be made the foun- 


© dation of the argument from Origen; that the word 


10 Ebionite, in Origen' $ time, or at leaſt | in his uſe of * 


© had outgrown its original meaning.” [A mere preſump- 
tion; he was probably the firſt who introduced the 


5 5 . term. 


(4491 
term When, or by what author is the term uſed in 


any other ſenſe than that in which itis uſed by Ori gen?! 


combat your argument from theſe two paſſages, 


[Curious upon preſumptions, when his Lordſhip aſſures 
us that explicit evidence from the ancients ſhould be 


only attended to; with a falvo, I preſume, for his Lord- 


ſhip's preſumptions, which ſhould be deemed of ſupe · 


rior authority] were it not that 1 think too light 


c of the teſtimony of Origen, in what relates to the ; 
c Hebrew Chriſtians,” [ There is not one word in 
Origen of Hebrew Chriſtians, no more than of the 


Cherokees *], © to be ſolicitous to turn it to my own 


7 advantage. Let his words be taken as you under- 


© ſtand them, and ſo far as the faith of the Hebrew 


0 Chriſtians [Hebrew Chriſtians again: there were 


G ſhall take what you may think a bold ſtep, {It 


Tracts, p. 487, The Jews faid ſo! Origen ſays nothing of what the 
| & Jews ſaid. There is no mention of Jews, more than of Cherokees, 


($6 except of Celſus's fictitious Jew, in this part of Origen's diſcourſe.” 


His Lordſhip proceeds: In this manner I ſhould 
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no Hebrew Chriſtians] © of his own time is in queſ- 


tion, let him appear as evidence on your ſide.—1 


truly 1 muſt be bold, when Priefley is preſumed to 


* For this elegant phraſe I am indebted to is Lordſhip, who ſays, | 


* l 
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ed to; © the only proof, except as already obſerved, 
when his Lordſhip's preſumptions are in queſtion! 

I ſhall tell ou, [and | the world alſo I apprehend] I 
« that whatever may be the general credit of his cha- g 
K racter, yet in this bufineſs the particulars of his 
© depoſition are to be little regarded, [Why? be- 


cauſe they favour not the ill-grounded notions of 
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think that it would be ſo] I ſhall tax the ve- 
© racity of 1H1s Origen, [This I acknowledge is 


a bold ftep from a perfon who teaches that expli- 


cit teſtimony from the aficients is only to be attend- 


Bp. Horfley, &c.] © when he ſets out with the alle- 


« cation of a notorious falfehood.” [Notorious falſe- 


| hood, Well, let us hear what it is ?] © He al- 
© leges of the Hebrew Chriſtians in general, * [in 
his. whole works there is not one word of Hebrew 
Chriftians], « that they had not renounced the Moſaic 
© law.” [None of the ancient Fathers contradict him 

9 in this] The aſſertion ſerved him as an anſwer to the 


6 invective which Celſus had put into the mouth of a 


6 Jew, againſt the converted Jews, as deſerters of 


© the laws and cuſtoms of their anceſtors. The an- 


« ſwer was not the worſe for wanting truth, [That 


the 


L 115 1 
the anſwer was founded in work, F apprehend the 


reader can determine] if his heathen antagoniſt was 


© not ſufficiently informed in the true diſtinctions of 


© the Chriſtian ſects to detect the falſehood. [ Celſus 


was dead long before Origen wrote] But in all the 


* time which he ſ pent in Paleſtine, had Origen never 
; converſed with Hebrew Chriſtians of another fort ? 
| No, never; he knew of no Hebrew Chri Mans of 

any fort whatever! c Had he met with no Chriſ- 


© tians of Hebrew families of the church of Jeruſa- 
0 lem! * [No, not one; there were none ſuch] « Was 


-.5 the Moſaic law obſerved ? Was it tolerated in 


0 Origen? 8 days, i in the church of Jerufalem, when that : 


church was under biſhops: of the uncircumciſion ” 


| [Hitherto 1 have ſeen no ſufficient explicit evidence 


to the contrary] © The fact is, that, after the de- 


„ molition of Jeruſalem by Adrian, the majority of 


C Hebrew Chriſtians, [Hebrew Chriſtians! Alas! 
bow often are you introduced !] * who muſt have 
C paſſed for Jews with the Roman magiſtrates, had 


« they continued to adhere to the Moſaic law, . 


0 to this time they had obſerved more from habit than 


any principle of conſcience, made no ſcruple to 
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© renounce it, that they might be qualified to par- 
© take in the valuable privileges of the lian colo- 
* ny, from which Jews were excluded. Having 
thus diveſted themſelves of the form of Judaiſm, 
c which to that time they had borne,” [therefore 
there was nothing wrong in it, otherwiſe they would 
have been informed of their error in this reſpect by 
the apoſtles] c they removed from Pella, and other 
towns to which they had retired, and ſettled in 
« great numbers at Alia. The few that retained a 
2 ſuperſtitious veneration for their law! ¶ Superſtitious 
veneration for the law of the ALMIGHTY ! Could 
a heathen ſay worſe ?] © remained in the north of 
© Galilee, where they were Joined by perhaps new 
74 fugitives of the fame weak character from Paleſtine. 
EE, And this was the beginning of the Nazarenes. * [So 

then his Lordſhip admits that the Nazarenes became 
"A feet, becauſe they retained the fame cuſtoms which 
they had kept fin Ince their firſt converſion] © But | 
from this time, whatever Origen may pretend to 

b ſerve a purpoſe, the majority of the Hebrew Chriſ- 

„ tians [Hebrew Chriſtians again] ( forſook their 
F law, and lived in communion with the Gentile 


* biſhops 
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© biſhops of the new-modelled church at Jeruſalem 


© for the name was retained, though Jeruſalem was 


no more, and the ſeat of the biſhop was at Alia. 
All this 1 affirm with the leſs heſitation, being ſup- 
ported by the authority of Moſbeim, Curious 


enough! when his Lordſhip tells us that explicit evidence 
from the ancients is the only proof to be attended to—1 


preſume his Lordſhip means from his opponents; but 


evidence, or rather Jurmiſes, of perſons like Moſheim, 


who wrote 16 centuries after the fact, is explicit evi- 
dence for his Lordſhip” 8 afirmations] c from whom, 
c indeed, I firſt learned to rate the teſtimony of 
6 Origen, in this particular queſtion, at its true va- 


© Jue,” [So then Moſheim, about what it is clear | 


he knew nothing of, is evidence preferable to that of 


all the ancients 3 


It i is in defiance therefore of the fact, and I fear 


of his own knowledge of the fact, that Origen af- 


£ firms of the Hebrew Chriſtians [Hebrew Chriſti- 


ans * in general, [his words imply no exception] 


£ that they lived in the obſervance of the Moſaic 


law; and it muſt be equally in defiance of the 


F fact, that lie affirms, that they were all, in gene- 


ral, 
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« ral, called Ebionites : for he pretends not that 
this name generally belonged to them otherwiſe 
© than as Judaizers; [that is, for placing their fu- 
ture hopes upon the expectations held forth in the 
law of Moſes] © His expreſſions in the paſſage of 
C his 5th book ſeem to imply a retractation of both 
0 theſe aſſertions. For there he ſpeaks of ſome, 
8 ſnot of the Jewiſh believers, as his Lordſhip ſuppoles, 
theſe foe were Gentile believers] 6 who, with the ; 
« profeſſions of Chriſtianity [they profeſſed no ſuch 
thing] c retained the practice of Judaiſm,” [This is 
more than Origen ſays. What hs ſays is, that they 
were willing, not that they ab/olutely did fo, to live 
according to the law of the Jews] © Theſe ſome, 
. be ſays, were Edionites, [no3 z he calls them Double 
Ebionites] c and, which is more, he deſcribes theſe 
$ Ebionites' | [Double Ebionites] not indeed as 
6 univerſally Unitarians, [he truly does in his Lord- 8 
ſhip $ ſenſe of the term, being only believers in the : 
| bumanity of Jeſus] 6 but as deſpicable, wretched 
4 Heretics) [there is no ſuch term as Heretics in the 
paſſage adduced by his Lordſhip from Origen, and 1 


will venture to affirm that Origen never applies this 
term 


L 9 ] 


term either to the Ebionites, or Double Ebionites} 


© whoſe extravagancies could bring no diſgrace upon 


© the Chriſtian church, of which they were u 


© part. [If this be ſo, then they could not be He- 
retics. V. Pre. Diſq. note 28, p. 53] „Were the 


18 Hebrew Chriſtians, living in communion with the 


al biſhop of Jeruſalem, in the days of Origen, no 
© part of the true church of Chriſt? [No, for no 
: Hebrew ever believes that the Chrift had come] 
If they v were a part of it, in Origen's own judg- 
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* ment, they were no Ebionites. [But if they Were 
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not a part of it in Origen's own judgment, they 


might be Ebionites] cl would | not believe this wit; 


neſs upon his oath, fays Moſheim, vending, 
he manifeſtly does, ſuch flimſy lies x. [I would 


believe this witneſs without an oath, notwithſtanding 


what Moſhiem and Ais Lordſhip of St. David's 


ſay, affirming, as he manifeſtly does, ſuch obvious 
truths] 


—*» 


I have now tranſcribed four pages from his Lord- 


ſhip; the number of errors or miſtakes which 1 have 


= Ego huic teſti, etiamſi jurato, qui tam manifeſte fumos vendit, me 


non crediturum elle confirms, Noſheim de Ebione, 0 10. 


remarked 


| 
: 
| 
: 
5 
4 
C 


1 110 1 | 


remarked are too many to ſum up; and I can aſſure 


the reader, that I could have extended them. Now, 


if what his Lordſhip ſays be admitted, p. 90, that 
2 writer, of whom it is once rroved, that he is ill. 
6 informed upon his ſubject, hath no right to demand 
2 a further hearing,” then this controverſy is at an 


end with reſpect to his Lordſhip. But to proceed, 


His Lordſhip ſays, p. 158. And this was the be- 


4 * ginning of the ſect of the Nazarenes. His Lordſhip 
5 ſays, p- 80, © had he [Dr. Prieſtley] read the firſt 


c ſentence to the- end, he would have found that | 


__ © Ebion, although he aroſe from the ſchool o {he 5 
1 Nazarenes, xc. His Lordſhip obſerves, p. 1 50, n. 


© He [Jerome] ſays, that John wrote his goſpel ; in 


4 oppoſition to Cerinthus, and other heretics, and 


« principally the doctrine of the Ebionites, (not then 
E flouriſhing, but) tunc conſurgens, then making its 


c 2 appearance. This 1 readily allow, &c.* So 


then his Lordſhip aſſerts, that John, who did not 
outlive the firſt century, wrote againſt the Ebionites, 


then making their firft appearance, though they did 


not ariſe till about forty years afterwards, according 


to himſelf* ; that is after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem 


by 
* See p. 116. J. 16. | 


[ 


by Adrian; His Lordſhip alfo ſays, p. 440, © The 


[ 121 


© Ebionites, having a place in this 


e lift [of Irenzus] * IF which Simon [Magus] 


therefore, 


© is proved the common parent and founder of 


<all hereſies, unqueſtionably partook of that cha- 


c rater, which Irenzus makes the peculiar mark 


„ of that family. 
£c And thus the Ebionites of antiquity, and the 
N Vnitarians' [Humaniſts] © of our own time, are, in 
«truth, branches, or the offspring at leaſt of Gnoſ- 
C ticiſm: ſo then the Ebionites are, according to his 


Lordſhip, deſcended | from Simon Magus and the 


Gnoſtics. His Lordſhip ſays, p. 129, And they* 


[Grotius, &c. J]; maintain the opinion, which I now 
2» maintain, of che high orthodoxy of the proper Na- 


© Zarenes in the article of our Lord's divinity, 


8 from the ſchool of the Nazarenes.' 


Simon Magus zit then follows, that the highly orthodox 
Nazarenes, from whom they [ Ebionites] immediately 


ſprung, muſt have alſo derived their peculiar notions | 


from Simon; ; and as the hi ghly orthodox Nazareney are 


*R acknowledged 


His Lordſhip again ſays, p. 442; 


His 
| Lordſhip ſays, c that Ebion, although he AROSE 
80 then Ebion 
AR OSE from the ſchool of the Nazarenes, and the 7 


Ebionites are affirmed to have derived their origin from 
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acknowledged to be the predeceffors of the modern 


Orthodox, it follows, that the modern Orthodox, or 


Trinitarians, had for their founder Simon Magus, that 


prince of heretics; a goodly origin, truly! I do not 


know whether 1 perfectly underſtand his Lordſhip 8 


words; but I do know, that I am | incapable. of wil- 


fully miſrepreſenting them—to_ me "ny: appear per- : 
fectly clear. 


His Lordſhip, in his eighth letter, admits, in the 


moſt explicit terms, that the epiſtle of Barnabas 


was not written by Barnabas the companion of 7 
Paul; and conſequently the epiſtle muſt be ſpurious ; . 


yet from this ſpurious writing, be proves the divinity 


of Chriſt: but what ſort of proof muſt that be, 
which! is founded upon a ſpurious, forged, hing writ- 
ing. I beg that the reader will look back to what I have 


produced on this head in anſwer to Dr. Knowles, 


particularly to what Salonius and Coſmas have ſaid. ; 


The latter, p. 30, condems the proving any thing by 


writings not univerſally admitted to be genuine by 


all Chriſtians, But his Lordſhip will fay, that though 


the writing be ſpurious, yet its age is certain, and 


therefore his concluſion is juſt, But what fignifies 


ts ge, if we do not know that the writer was well 


informed 


[ 123 J 
informed upon his ſubject *; * and ſince we do not know 
who the writer of it was, we cannot be certain of 
this. T will alſo aſſert, that a perſon who dares 
' publiſh a writing in the name of the companion of 
Paul, in order to procure to it a credit to which it 
would not otherwiſe be entitled, was guilty of ſuch 
an impious action, that his word ſhould not be taken 


: upon any queſtion; and in this ſentiment I am up- 


ported by Salonius, 7 p. 25. I moreover affirm, in 
oppoſition to his Lordſhip, and to Dr. Prieſtley, if he 


affirms it, that che epiſtle of Barnabas was not writ- 


ten in the firſt century, no nor in the ſecond century, 


but i in the third century after the Sabellian hereſy had 
ſprung up: for in this epiſtle the ſufferings of God | 


are ſpoken of; a notion, which ſprung up in conſe- 


_ quence | of the controverſy between the Orthodox 


and Sabellians. The ancients acknowledged this epiſtle 


to be ſpurious, and why ? I fay becauſe they knew 


it was a production of the third century. They Who 


will controvert this, let them produce a more pro- 


bable reaſon. 


His Lordſhip proves, p. 20), &c, the divinity of 


9 His Lordſhip ſays the Epiſtle of Barnabas is extravagant and nonſen- | 


fical in many parts. I racts, 165. 


N Chriſt 
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Chriſt from the Acts of the Apoſtles. To make this 


proof concluſive, he ſhould ſhew, that the ancients, 


in like manner, proved his divinity from this book; . 
but the very contrary is the truth, unleſs his Lord- 


ſhip will affirm, that this book was written after the 


— 


goſpel of John; and if he affirms this, he will be in 
| oppoſition. to all the ancients, who affirm, that to 


7 prove the divinity of Jeſus, was the object of 


John's goſpel; ſo they of courſe did not think that 


the Acts, or any of the other three goſpels, taught 
expreſsly (whatever the Orthodox may now think), 


that this doctrine was clearly revealed in them. 


Moreover, as they affirmed that John $ goſpel was 


the laſt written book of our canon, it follows of 


courſe, that neither did they think that this doctrine 


was, clearly laid down in any of the other books of 


the New Teſtament. However, I will admit, with 


his Lordſhip, that, the paſſages in theſe books | ad- 
| duced by him, and other Trinitarians, clearly prove ; 


| his divinity 3 ; and as the ancients were as clear-ſighted 


in theſe matters as the moderns are, do not theſe 


aſſertions of theirs ſeem to juſtify the reproaches of 


| the Infidels, Celfus, and Julian, and of the Heretics, 


Marcion, &c. that theſe books were interpolated, to 


ſerve 


1 

ſerve a purpoſe, by the Orthodox ? I find I muſt once 
more return to Origen. a 

His Lordſhip ſays, p. 350, It is an incon- 
s venience which attends controverſy, that it obliges 
both the writer and the reader to go over frequently 
7 the ſame ground. 1 muſt here repeat, what Job- 
« ſerved. in the ſeventh of my letters to Doctor 


5 Prieſtley, that it is in anſwer to a reproach upon 


« the converted Jews, which Celſus had put in the 8 


mouth of an unbelieving Jew, that by embracing 
« Chriſtianity they were deſerters of their ancient law; 
c that Origen aſſerts, that the Jews believing in 
« Chriſt, had not renounced their Judaiſm. This 
c afſertion is made at the beginning of ; Origen's ſecond. 
© book. Now, at no oreater diſtance than in the 
6 third ſoftion'of the ſame book, the good father takes 
quite another ground to confute his adverſary. He 
1 inſults over his adverſary” $ ignorance, for not mak 
P e ing the diſtinctions, which he himſelf, in the 
c allegation in queſtion, had confounded. c It is 
46 my preſent point, ſays Origen, to evince Cellus's 
ce ignorance; who has made a Jew to ſay to his 


6 countrymen, to Iſraelites believing in Chriſt; Upon 


ec qwhat 
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5 attentive to it, and ſay, tell me ye, &cv. 
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« what motive have you deſerted the law of your 
cc ancęſtors - but how have they deſerted the law of 


their anceſtors, who reprove theſe that are in- 


* 


6 Then after a citation of certain texts of Paul's Epiſ- 


0 tles, in which the Apoltle avails himſelf of the au- 


£  thority of the law to enforce particular duties, which 


<texts make nothing either for or againſt the Jew s aſ- 


« ſertion, that the Chriſtians of the circumciſion had 


abandoned their ancient law but prove only that the 
© diſuſe of the law, if it was actually gone into diſuſe, 


could not be deemed a deſertion; becauſe it proceed- 


, Nuy de Tfoxtilcy u THY 78 KENO . ay, map 8 * . 
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ö v2 1401 05 Tov yoptor, &c. literally as follows: © It is now my pre- 


& ſent point to evince Celſus's ignorance z by which the Jew ſays to the 


*. (;tizens, and to the Iſraelites, that believe upon Jeſus, thus: What did 


© you ſuffer, that you ſhould forſake the law of your country ? and what 


follows. But how have they forſaken the law of their country, wha 


4 ſtigmatize thoſe who do not hearken unto it ; and that lay, Tellme ye, 


6 8c.?” The reader is requeſted to compare this exact tranſlation with his 


Lordſhip? s. The material differences are marked in mine in Italics, and 5 


whether his Lordſhip, by tranſlating * tois politais' to A= countrymenꝰ 
inſtead of to the citizens,” and * epi ton Jeſoun' into * in Chriſt' of 
inſtead hon Jeſus has not only miſ- tranſlated, but rendered the eri 


agrecably to his own prejudices. | 


ed 
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* ed not from any diſregard to the authority of the 1 


© Lawgiver. After a citation of texts to this purpoſe, 1 


_ © Origen proceeds in this remarkable ſtrain? * And c i 
cc how confuſedly does Celſus's Jew ſpeak upon this | | | g 
„ ſubje&t! when he might have faid, more playfbly, J 
— SOME of you have relinquiſhed the old cuſtoms, upon | 4 | | 
5 pretence of expoſitions and allegories. SOME again | F | | 
cc expounding, as you call it, ſpiritually, neverthe- | | i | 
cc leſs obſerve the inſtitutions of our anceſtors. But | { ö j 
cc Sow, not admitting theſe expoſitions, are willing i i 
ce to regelve Jeſus as the perſon foretold by the pro- | bl 
85 phets, and to obſerve the law of Moſes according l | 0 
4 to the ancient cuſtoms, as having in the letter the {i 1 
ce whole meaning of the Spirit*,” “ In theſe words | 1 
1 Origen j 9 

4 Kai Ws coyxex vH ye wel 0 af r 22 IS Nx: og . (| | 
1 iber tu, ol, TINEY len 91 lader Ta | 1 
On, DpoPagts Hoarynotw! x5 &AAryoprcry” TINEE de x) dupekuo, 8 | 4 
ena, avivuedlitox, ver uo r Sep rufeile TINEL | i | | j 
de, 29s din, Cereals x) Tov Ino wapaditxola w; po piſlev- | | 11 
| Bla, x) To Mwvows yoke THPNTOHL Kala To wagt, ds er vn Mites | 1 ö 
1 oileg Tov aila Ts ve vſaa Tos; 1% The literal tranſlation is as fol- 9 0 
lows:—“ And how confuſedly does the Jew, in Celſus, ſay theſe things, 14 6 


© being able to ſay more plauſibly, that SOME of you have ſorſaken 
© the national cuſtoms, through a pretext of expoſitions and allegories: 


65 and 


L 488 } 
© Origen confeſſes all that I have alledged of him. He 
6 de in contradiction to his former aſſertion, 
« that he knew of three ſorts of Jews, b Chri ſ 


a tianity, [If the reader will read the paſſage again, 


he will find that not one of the three ſorts profeſſed 
Chriftianity—the two firſt were unbelieving Jews, 
the latter only received Jeſus. 7 < One ſort adhered to 
© the letter of the Moſaic law, rejecting all hgura- 
© tive interpretations 5 [and his Lordſbip might 
have added — but who received Jeſus] another 
« ſort admitted a figurative interpretation, con- 
1 3 however, to the letter of the precept : 
but a third ſort (the firſt in Origen's enumeration) 
had relinquiſhed the obſervances of the literal pre- 
« cept, conceiving it to be of no importance in com- 
0 pariſon of the latent figurative meaning.” 


«4 But this is not all. In the next ſentence he gives 


< us to underſtand, though 4 confeſs more indirectiy, 


* and SOME expouniing ſpiritually, as you call it, keep the cuſtoms 

| TY NT not a whit the leſs: and SOME not even expounding, are willing 5 
4 to receive Jeſus as the perſon foretold; and to retain the law of 

| % Moſes according to your national cuſtoms, as in the letter having all 

[ the meaning of the ſpirit.” I apprehend that his Lordſhip's * He 

$ might have faid,' is more than what the original Juſtifies. 


| EY Ln ny 6 but 


„„ 


c but he gives us to underſtand; that of theſe three ſorts 


© of Hebrews profeſſing Chriſtianity, they only who 
c had laid aſide the uſe of the Moſaic law, were in 


c his time conſidered as true Chriſtians, For he men- 


© tions it as a farther proof of the ignorance of Cel- 
© ſus, pretending, as it appears he did, to deep eru- 
dition upon all ſubjects, that in his account of the 
"© hargGes of the Chrifian - charch he bad omitted che 
© Iſraelites believing in Jeſus, and not laying afide the 
« law of their anceſtors < But how ſhould Celſus, he 
cc Lays, make clear diſtinctions upon this point, who, 


C 


An 


* 


& noticed [* or knew not of'] Iſraelites believing in 


a 


6e Jeſus, and not relinquiſhing the law of their fa- 


* 


„ writer's 
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Which I thus tranſlate ; But how could Celſus accurately explain theſc 


v3: things, 


in the ſequel of his work, mentions impious he- 
reſies altogether alienated from Chriſt, and others, 


which have renounced the Creator, and hath not 


thers®,” What opinion is to be entertained of a 
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| 6 writer's veracity, who, in one page, aſſerts that the 

| © Hebrews profeſſing Chriſtianity had not renounced 

1 

5 © the * law; [I truſt the reader is ſatisfied that 

F 

| 3 there f is no ſuch aſſertion in the paſſage] « and i in the 
l next affirms, that a part of them had renounced it, 

N | [this part ee ee not to have been Chrif- 
. tians, — nor even believers in Jeſus either} © not. 
1 c without an 2 Fnuation, that they who had not were 
"= 

( © heretics, not true Chriſtians, [So then he only in- 
'' Fnuates that theſe Iſraelites believing in Jeſus, and 
i wbo had not | abandoned their law, were heretics. It 
| muſt be allowed that the inſinuation is very diſtant; for 
[| in that part of the ſentence relative to the Iſraelites, 
. 
1 there is no term like hereſy] 6 EGO HUIC TESTI 
1 © ETIAMSI JURATO, OI TAM MANIFESTE 
| « FUMOS VENDIT, ME NON CREDITIVUM 
| DN: c * ESSE CONFERMO. . [ With” what Juſtice I truſt 
il Ei 1 ds who. in the ſequel of his works hath mentioned atheiſtical ſeQts, 
| © and altogether foreign from Jeſus, and others who had forſaken the 
| | TY © Demiurg or Creator: and hath not noticed Iſraelites beheving in 
| q © Jeſus, and not relinquiſhing the Jaw of their fathers.” From hence it | 
| i appears that Celſus did not write againſt the Ebionites or Jewiſh be- 
6 i LE. lievers in Jeſus, the Chriſtians were his object. The Biſhop in this paſ- 
„  boge renders I;o8; by Chriſt, d this i 1s the hed inſtance of ſuch mis- 
N tranſlation, 


every 


L. 184: J. 

every reader of this pamphlet can abfolutely deter- 
mine.] 

1 apprehend that every intelligent reader will be 
ſurpriſed how his Lordſhip could make uſe of fuch 
expreſſions as © He? [Origen] 8 affirms, He aſſerts,” | 
when his only foundation for i it is, that Origen puts 
into the mouth of Celſuss Jew, the © being able 
© more plaufibly to ſay *—furely Plau bly is equiyalent 
to ſpecioully, i i, e. that which is not founded on truth. 
Then, if what the Jew might ſay was not agreeable 
to truth in the opinion of Origen, how can Origen be | 
ſaid, with any appearance of truth, to have aſſerted, | 
to have affirmed, it. I ſhall alſo add, that the 
word plauſibly is uniformly uſed in the meaning 
1 aſſign to it, by his Lordſhip, in theſe Tracts, 
and it occurs more than two or three times; 
and I fee no reaſon, that in this paſſage it ſhould | 
have any other meaning, whente his Lordſhip 
infers three ſorts of Hebrew Chriſtians, but how 
| groundleſsly 1 have already ſhewn ; and that he does 
not mean even three ſorts of believers i in Jeſus, will 
be further obvious from the climax i in it. Celſus 
ſays, ſome Jews have relinquiſhed ; ſome have not re- 
- 8 2 linquiſhed; 
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linquihed; and ſome have not relinquiſhed, but alſo 5 


have received Jeſus. 


His Lordſhip returns, in his 5th Diſquiſition, upon 
the ſubject of Origen, and therefore, though 1 fear 
my reader is already tired upon this head, I muſt no- 
tice what he ſays, leſt it might be ſaid that what he 
had therein adduced could not be controverted, In 
the firſt place I am to obſerve, that his Lordſhip goes 
upon the principle, that in the above paſſage, which 
Origen puts into the mouth of Celſus's Jew, Origen 
 expreſsly mentions three different ſorts of believers in 

Chriſt, whereas I have already ſhewn that he does 
not allude to any Hebrew Chriſtians at all, two of 

them only alluding to Jewiſh unbelievers, the other 
to the Jews, who believed in Jeſus. However he has 
ſomething new upon the word plauſibly. 5 e 

His Lordſhip ſays, p. 479, The plauſibility of tho 
want of which Origen contelales i in the diſcourſe of 
| Celſus 8 Jew, i is what may be called peetical Plauſibi- 

lity. [This i is, I apprehend, a gratuitous aſſertion, 
but let it be admitted] It is that general air of 
truth which a writer of judgment and good taſte 


F contriyes to give to the fable of a drama, by an at- 


0 ( tention 


A $6 N K CCTV * 


LY 


© brew Chriſtians in general had deſerted the law of 


neral or in particular] © This no Jew would have 


© ſaid, becauſe it was a downright falſchood ; which 
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tention to the peculiarities of times, places, man- 
ners, and characters; a neglect of which ſtamps a 
manifeſt character of clumſy fiction on what ought 


to ſeem reality—as would be the caſe in any ſerious 


play, i in which the Maid of Orleans ſhould be ſeat- 


ed on the Delphic Tripod; or Hugh Peters intro- 
duced * the divine rights of kings and 
This is che want of plauſibility with 
which Ove taxes Celſus. He ſays that Celſus, 


with all his great pretenſions to learning and taſte, 


knew not the common rules of art about maintain- 


ing character in the fiction of perſons. To axodale 


an elde gala Toy reren Th; wpoouroruas. He made his Jew 


c ſay what no real Jew would have ſaid—that the He- 


« their anceſtors.* [This he did not ſay, either in ge- 


every Jew muſt hape known to be ſuch. Had | 
* Origen ſtopped here, he would not have himſelf 3 
© betrayed the want of truth in his firſt aſſertion, 

that the 4whole body of the Hebrew Chriſtians retain» 


5 ed the . of the law. For the two ro propoſi- 


“„ tions 
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< tions concerning the Hebrew Chriſtians, ths they 
© had all forſaken their law, which was Celfus's 


c Jew s aſſertion, and that none of them had forſaken 


< it, which was Origen's, are t completely oppoſite, 


© that the entire falſchood of the one were perfectly 


Ee conſiſtent with the entire truth of the other. But 
£c Origen, unfortunately for his own credit, goes ou. 


4to tell his reader, what Celfus O Jew might have faid 


© with more Plauſi bility, i i. e. with more propriety of cha- 
c racter more conſiſtently with a Jew's knowledge of 


the truth—that is, more ruh; [How gradually we 


: aſcend 3 8 ſo that Plaufi bility and truth, in this uſe of 
0 the word plauſibility, are the very ſame thing. [The 
plain reader has here a curious inſtance of human 


ingenuity] c Had Celſus made his Jew reproach the 


© Hebrew converts, not, as he did, with a general 


« deſertion of their law,” LHe did not reproach the He- 


brew Chriſtians with any fuch thing; it was of unbe- 


lieving Jews he was ſpeaking] © but with great dif- 


„ agreements among themſelves, about the extent and = 


© duration of its authority, [This was never a mat- 
ter of diſpute among the Jews] © and the reſpect due 
c to it under the Chriſtian diſpenſation, he would : 


© have 
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© have made his Jew ſpeak more in character; [quite 
otherwiſe] « becauſe he would have ſpoke more con- 
« fiſtently with what every Jew muſt have known to 
© be the real ſlate of opinions among the Chriſtians 
© of the circumciſion. [There were no Chriſtians of 
Y the circumciſion ; the Jewiſh believers i in Jeſus were 
| all of one opinion on this head] 6 Had Celſus's Jew 
* talked like a Jew upon this ſubject, he would not 
0 have ſaid that all the Hebrew brethren were de- 
c ſerters of their law; no more did he] © but he 
© might, it ſeems, with great propriety, have ſaid, that 
< ſome of them had forſaken it. [He could not have 
Caid it with any propriety, as being a notorious falſe- 


hood] © This had been very conſiſtent with that ac- 


c curate information which a Jew might be expected 
© to poſſeſs, [it would be quite inconſiſtent with it] 
0 conſequently Origen ſhould not have ſaid that they 
all adhered to it. [conſequently Origen ſhould have 


ſaid, that they all adhered to it] © And his own re- 


8 preſentation of the fact, when he comes to ſtate it 


0 accurately, [that is plauſibly] C betrays the falſe- 


C hood of that firſt aſſertion. [And his own repreſen- 


tation 
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tation of the fact is perfectly conſiſtent with what be. 


plauſibly puts into the mouth of Celſus's Jew, ] 

Should his Lordſhip, or any other perſon, ſay, that 
Dr. Prieftley himſelf admits that e there might be a 
« few Jewiſh Chriſtians” [it ſhould be Jewiſh believers 


in Jeſus] © had deſerted their former cuſtoms > to this 
J anfwer, that it is but barely; a ſuppoſition, and there- 
fore unworthy attention; the point is to prove it by 
cxplicit reflimony from the ancients; the only proof, 
as his Lordſhip juſtly obſerves, that ſhould be attend- 
ed to. We have the deciſive and explicit teſtimony f 


Origen, and other ancients, to ne cane; ; and this 


being ſo, what reſpect ſhould we pay to the byro⸗ 
theſes of the moderns i in oppoſition to chem. 


His Lordſhip alſo taxes Origen with deliberate miſ- 


repreſentation reſpecting Iſaiah, vii. 14. In this paſ- 


ſage the word which we tranſlate virgin, is affirmed 


by Celſus $ Jew to ſignify only a young woman; now 


the Orthodox in Origen's time affirmed, it ſeems, 
that the Hebrew word in Ifaiah was the ſame as in 
Deut. xxii. 23. Which we tranſlate damſel, and who 


muſt have been a virgin. Now, were the two words 


in 
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in both — the ſame in che original Hebrew, the 


argument of the Orthodox, as much as it depended 


| upon theſe paſſages, would be concluſne; but from 


the manner in which Origen ſtates this objection of 


the Orthodox, it is evident that he himſelf, though | 


one of them, thought there was no truth in it : his 


1 words are The word Alma, which the ſeventy have 5 


9 tranſlated into a virgin, and others into a young 


6 woman, is put, AS THEY SAY, alſo i in Deutero- 


© nomy, for a virgin LE The they in as they ſay indi- 


5 putably means the Orthodox, without at all in- 


cluding himſelf, Now if os phaſi be equivalent to 


the Latin, ut aiunt, or the French on [dit], as his 


Lordſhip affirms, what in this caſe Origen will ſay is 


no better than an idle report : and upon this ground, 


| becauſe Origen did affirm the report to be without 
any foundation, his Lordſhip repeats that he would 


not believe him upon his oath, : Now J appeal to the 


unprejudiced reader, whether it is likely, if his 


| Lordſhip were in the ſame predicament, that he 
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would have acted more candidly, | Let him conſider 


þ what his Lordſhip's ingenuity has N upon the 
; word plauſibly, 


His Lordſhip ſays, p. 481 I, © That the diſtinctions 


5 which Origen ſays Celſus 8 Jew might have [more 
plauſibly] « put between the Hebrew Chriſtians, were 
© differences really ſubſiſting in that body at the 


0 time, is frirongly pied! in the form of the expreſ- 


£c ſion, dunamenos eipein, [doubtleſs it is; but let us 
put that unlucky © expletive” pithanoteron, or more 
plaufs 5bly, between them, which, as his Lordſhip, I 
preſume, | inadvertently omitted i in the text, I have | 
taken the liberty to introduce i in crotchets, what then 
becomes of the firong implications 2] 6 the force of 


5 which is very imperfectiy rendered i in my tranſ- 


lation of the paſſage by the words © when he might 


4 haye ſaid,” „It had been better rendered, « when 


5 60 he had it to ſay.“ © The Greek words dunamenos 


0 eipein, like the Engliſh, « he had it to fay,” are 
applicable only to ſubſtantial fats, which might ſafe- 


* ly be averred without danger,” This is truly cu- 
rious ! Dunamenos 1 is literally, : being able; pitha- 


noteron, more plauſibly, eipein, to ſay ; there | is 


no 


2 Won Ie „08 924 n 
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no difficulty in the words; every ſchool-boy, who 
can read Greek, muſt know this. We had an in- 
ſtance Juſt now of plauſibly being metamorphoſed into 
truly, Here we have another metamorphoſis—duname- 
nos inſtead of being rendered being able, is made to 
ſignify © when he had it.” T hope the reader will not 
forget to apply! here the concluding obſervation of the | 
former paragraph. 

1 ſhall make no obſervations upon what his Lordſhip 
has faid upon Platoniſin | in his 13th letter, He ap- 
pears to me to underſtand this bnotty ſubject much 
| better than any of the Platoniſts, ancient or modern, 
I do not, however, perceive the perfect congruity of 
his Lordſhip's making uſe of the Platoniſt's language 

for the deyelopement of Chriſtianity, with Paul's diſa- 

vowal of worldly wiſdom, that is, Platoniſt notions, 

for the ſame end; or, if as his Lordſhip ſays, p. 224, 

« that the Orthodox of the 2d century were Platoni- 
ers, can I eaſily perceive but that they muſt have 
run counter to Paul's mode of teaching; ; and if they 
were Platonizers i in the ſecond century, how happens it 
that Jerome, who was ſurely orthodox, diſavowed 
the connection between Orthodoxy and Platoniſm, 


a which : 
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which connection 1 believe, till revived by his Lord- 
ſhip, has been diſavowed by the Orthodox ſince his 
time. I ſhould hence infer that the Orthodox, accord- 
ing as they found that it anſwered a turn, were, or 
were not, Platoniſts. 

Jerome ſays ', that « the empty words of the philo- 
fophers, which killed the younglings of the church in 
the Platonic doQtrines, i is turned for them into o divine 
wrath, and into blood. os 

I have mentioned, that I did not think his 176 
ſhip perfectly orthodox, or, in plainer worde, that he 
holds heretical notions—my reaſon for thinking lo. 


is this : his Lordſhip ſays, p. 262, 


I maintain that the three perſons Fulgentius ſays 7, Sabellius wicked- 
* are One Being ; one by mutual re-|ly joined [the divine perſons], and 
lation, indiſſoluble connection, and] Arws more wickedly ſeparated - 


* gradual ſu ordination : ſo Fre? [them]. Baſil lays + —— my 


* Vana n e brunn verba, quæ in doftrinios Platonius cſi 
parvulos interiniebant, in uhiouemi divinam illis converſa eſt, et in eru- 


orem. In. Pf. 77. Opera, Vol. vii. p. 97. Hiſt. Op. 1. vol, p. 290. 


4 Quia et Sabellius male conjunxit, & Arius ſeelerac ius ſeparavit, ad 
'Pent. p. 719, Hiſt. Op. iv. p p. 218. 15 


1 b. 116 Toy blos * At, vor, x) c ⁰õLẽỹ yt ur, x e 
D wF 7 ·Ʒiü b vr dlibi las, x wa vioracw vio luy f 
fog Hof P ,ü³ Tor Tele mae; & Th faipid. Twy Isdera 


raccof. Ep. 7g. Vin. 123. Hiſt, Opin. iu, V. p. 14 


Lane, 
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e one, that any individual thin "g in the 


hole world of matter and ſpirit, 

preſents but a farnt ſhadow of their 
unity. I maintain, that each per- 
© ſon by himſelf is God; becauſe 
© each poſſeſſes fully every attribute 
© of the divine nature. But I main- 
© tain that theſe three perſous are all 
© included in the idea of a God; and 
© that for that reaſon, as well as for 
the identity of the attributes in 
© each, it were impious and abſurd 
© to fay there are three Gods, 


2 


- 


© one FP that He Chriſt] 3 is Father 
** and Son, and Holy Spirit; and 


„that one thing is ſuppoſed un- 


der many names, and one ſub. 
** ſtance expreſſed by three appella- 
tions, we place ſach a one in the 
„portion of the Jews,” _ 
Gregory Nazianzen ſays *, © We 


te therefore worſhip the Father, and 


© the Son, and the Holy Spirit, /e 22 
rating indeed their peculiar quali- 


*© ties, but uniting the Deity : _ 
We do not collect the three into one, 


{© leſt we ſhould err with the Sabel- 
** lians, nor do we ſeparate the three 


* into three unrelated and foreign 


** beings, that we may not leſſen 
© them with Aris,” 

Again, ſpeaking of the 1 — 
Power, he ſays f,“ It is called God, 


* and conſiſts in the three Greateſt, 
„ the Cauſe, the Demiurg, and the | 
Jap Perfecter; I fay in the Father, 
„and in the Son, and in the Holy 

Spirit: which are not ſo removed 
„ from one another as to be ſepa- 


* rated by nature, nor ſo cloſely 


„united as to be circumſcribed in 


*© that the Arian 1 inpiery. * 


His Lordſhip ſays, that any individual thing i in the 


* TIpooxvrupey & wallipas vier, S &yiov Senat rag fi (de- 


TI fixes, eveles Os Tm Ocolnla, «) Sle tig ola rfiæ TUnAs- 


Popes was jan . Nabu vo 


epo, wy ais wa wn T% Afus enn. Or. 29. Opera, 


p. 189 · Hiſt. Op. WY. 221. 
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whole world of matter and ſpirits preſents but a faint 
ſhadow of their unity. Now I apprehend, that as 
the Sabellians repreſented this union by the ſimili- 
tude or compariſon of a flame, and that for ſo doing 
they were condemned for hereſy, as Joining them 700 
cloſely; much more ought his Lordſhip to be con- 
demned for hereſy, for affirming, that a flame preſents 
but a faint ſhadow of their unity! 
As it hence evidently appears that his Lordſhip 
is a Sabellian—if the reader will examine thoſe 
paſſages, indicative of Dr. Prieſtley's faith, p. 77 
Prel. Diſq. he will find that the Doctor is alſo a Sabel- 
lian. This muſt amuſe many perſons, to find two 


authors of ſuch eſtabliſhed tame, entering into tuch 5 
a violent warfare about a diſpute of words, ſeeing 
that in the main they are of the ſame ſentiment . 
for Dr. Prieſtley preſumes, that his ſentiment, which 
is evidently Sabellian, but which he calls Unitarian- 
n, was the dorine taught by the Apoſtles: And 
Biſhop Horfley entertains no doubt, but that his 
| ſentiment (the Sabellian), which he calls Orthodoxy, 
muſt have been from the teſtimony of the Apoſtolical 
and Priniitive Fathers, that doctrine which was taught 


* 
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by the Apoſtles. It is needleſs after this to make 
any obſervation ſhewing the propriety, I might ſay 
the neceſſity of a publication, to point out to the 

learned and unlearned (for in this particular, if I may 
draw a concluſion from theſe two learned gentlemen, 
they are at par) the &fential differences that diſtin- 
guiſhed the different ſeas of Chriſtians in the early 


ages of Chriſtianity ; ; and, fatisfaQorily to accompliſh 5 


this great point, no ſuppoſitions ſhould be allowed, no- 


thing mort of the beſt authority which the nature of 
the caſe will admit of, namely, hiſtorians contemporary 
or nearly ſo, or other well informed writers who have 


expreſsly delivered their ſentiments upon the ſubject. 


Whether what I have, and will, offer to the public on 


this head, be ſatisfactory, the learned will determine. 


His Lordſhip ſays, p. 111, The goſpel | is a gene- 


ral revelation; upon which he has the following note: 


CO The religion of Chriſt was an univerſal religion, 


„„ and the dodtrines of the goſpel were calculated for 


cc the weſtern, as well as the eaſtern hemiſphere,” 


« See Mr. Sheppard's Preface to his Fr. ce Examination 


© of the Secinian Expoſition of the Prefatory Verſes of 
St. John's Geſpel. Let us hear then what this reli- 


gion 


— — — —— ——— 


— 0 — 
A 


* 3 


— 


* * 
* , 1 — _ - * * " . af 0 - 
2 ·¹mꝛA oa an io ones Ate or IS oe ITY 

: = — — 


— —ũ 


— * 


* , * * 
ͤ—ñ— AA rr ET PTE 


— worn 
- — — — — —— 
— n — 
— rr — b 


— — my * * * 
4 * _ — * o 
hs 3 . 2 POO 82 2 2 A —— * oy * — — a. * * 0 
as * - r — 4 - = ; > .- * 
2222 b Y - —ͤ— — Q * D 2 
. = rr ans tn ns. pope . 
go a OI GA REGED.” 4 — | 


$ ' 4 
k X 
CY a N g : 
« 2 X * C — — a — 1 * * - * — 2 - 
— — — 7 * nn * ur N — e ES 
. - ng % 4+ q if ” J * — * 
1 * * * "2 _ n - , L — — 0 
pe — > m2. IN} * * „ 4 — 8 _ — i . 5 „ 8 r 2 rn - Bw. 4 - — — ö a 
23233 ONO — 2 _ D 4 —— 8 —— 3 5 - N — 7 5 n RITES Poa r — 
we 8 1 A — 1 — p — ot * dogs 4 12 „ 7 * * ty OY Mn ee $4324 * — oY by - : — 
— £m 2D = — - -— __ 6 6, r 2 n : 4 — 1 S ITY = "OE * . ” \ 2 © Sa, EIS» : - - _ ” — 
— a — ann, — — . — _— 7 — A N 1 r '*% - os BR wy — - a YT LEE et” 4 . * | .4 — : 
EE LT; an re OT en, 3 oy © n . — e Fa. vor ee - we n . . 32 — 3 ä 3 ER — — _ — INC " 8 — 
* bs __ i WEIR had 3 — — * * 5 5 — un. LA . 7 * n . Pg” ; „ Was t 7 — . 1 2 = — 1 OE * 1 * * * 2 — 5 , 
Tat ee 2 \ oY : 5 "I" - U » ET 7 "* 4 6 * r — * 3 * — 2 4 8 5 p m TIA P - — * . 1 1 
—— — ö — 8 * R Peters *% Er * * 2 5 — p 7 Fl , 4 5 n 8 —_ 8 — * wu 1 288 0 1 — — 5 7 
MW Gt * DO i ie, en ent 9 IST 8 * x © me 2x b - * WA > j 2 — ATI CRISIS. A MES b FATE l — 8 n — 
* * * » 1 : * * —» . 0 \ wh 7 * 7 * — * 7 — 1 ju P 4 8 2 >, 
. : 5 * 25 E 7 . — — * 4 4 E So Ee COILS en le” —— 1 

7 4 _—_ k 1 2 : A — 7 3 by at * 
HORN 1 , 7 : n a p 1 a — — — 

Gn ̃ K —e , 

— 


ous ee on een 
r —— * fr 


n 
1 — — * 
4. ALA 
— = a, i * 
„ „„ «© 


2 of DG SET —— 
wp "7 W om. * 2 
* eee . 
k * 0 . a A * netic n > - a 


1 144 ] 
gion is; this however his Lordſhip has not told us; 
but he ſays, that © The principles of the Chriſtian 


c religion are to be collected, neither from a ſingle 


© goſpel; nor from all the four goſpels; nor from the 


0 four goſpels with the Acts and the Epiſtles; but from 


the whole code of revelation, conſiſting of che 


canonical books of the Old and New Teſtament, 


Is this then a religion adapted for all the world, 


which is contained in not leſs than a very large folio; 


| and not compoſed i in the plaineſt language neither ? I 


: apprehend that Athanaſius had a juſter idea of this 


matter than his Lordſhip, when he ſays, „ Thoſe 


=” who underſtand the ſubject are few, but all pious 


cc perſons may hold the faith delivered to them x. 
Since J have mentioned Athanaſius, I don't think 


1 ſhall be much blamed for adducing the following 
a paſſage from him, to ſhew that he could not have been 


the author of the creed that goes under his name, 


This! is a matter well known to every perſon of al- 


moſt any reading, and others have poſſibly heard of 


* Ol u KE. Ep Alle eribiltuꝛ 3 £5%, T x Tf 


x&1e New er su T Tfog Tor ben eur % De incarnatione Contra 


T. Samoſat. Opera, V. i. p. 592. Hiſt, Op, iii. V. p. gg2. 


it, 
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it, but they who read theſe ſheets will be certain of it. 
Athanaſius ſays, © That ſome perſons conſidering 
* what is human in Chriſt, ſeeing him thirſting, la- 
« bouring, and ſuffering, and degrading him to a mere 
© man, fin indeed greatly; but they may readily ob- 
© tain forgiveneſs if they repent, alledging the weak- 
& neſs of the fleſh; and they have the Apoſtle himſelf 
- of ' adminiſtering pardon to them, and, as it were, hold- 
80 ing out his hand to them, while he ſays, 7 ruly 
66 great is the myſtery of rolling Go was manife oft in 
« the aſh . 

His Lordſhip ſays, p. . 8 The Orthodox of 
© the preſent day well know, that the Son, no leſs 
© than the F ather, is often charaQterized in the Old 
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Opera, v. i. p. 975. Hiſt. Op. iii. v. 331. This paſſage is alluded to, p. 15 
| of the Preliminary Diſquiſition. Every perſon mult fee! that he who wrote 
it could not have written the damnatory ones at the concluſion of the 


creed vulgarly and tyingly called St. Athanaſius's. 
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1 
6 Teſtament, by the word Jehovah, put abſolutely. 
Having never read the arguments by which this 
curious notion is proved, and as it is probable I never 


ſhall, I will leave this point to the conſideration of 


Mr. David Levi, and they of his nation, to refute : 
though it is likely that they will think it too ab- 


ſurd to require any notice to be taken of it. 


4 ſhall conclude theſe remarks on his Lordſhip's 
Tradts, with two obſervations : the firſt is, that it 


appears ſtrange to me, that the Orthodox mould not. 


be more cautious, and upon their guard againſt ; im- 


peaching the veracity of any writers, or bodies of 


men; ſeeing how ſhamefully they have tranſgreſſed 
in this point themſelves, even from the firſt ages of 
Chriſtianity, till, I hope, the preſent; I cannot ſay 


century. That they were given to the moſt ſhameleſs 
lying and ſlandering in the earlieſt ages, is evident 
from a paſſage adduced by Mr. Gibbon. It was 


aſſerted, ce that a new-born infant, entirely covered 


60 over with flour, was preſented, like ſome myſtic 


88 * Cembol of initiation, to the knife of the proſelyte, 
who, unknowingly, inflicted many a ſecret and mor- 


tal wound on the innocent victim of his error; 


cc that 


[ 19 J 


« that as ſoon as the cruel deed was perpetrated, the 
& ſectaries drank up the blood, greedily tore aſunder 


« the quivering members, and pledged themſelves 


« to. eternal ſecrecy, by a mutual conſciouſneſs of | 


e guilt. It was as confidently affirmed, that this 


“ inhuman ſacrifice was ſucceeded by a ſuitable enter- 


« tainment, in which intemperance ſerved as a pro- 


90 vocative to brutal luſt; till at the appointed 


. moment the lights were fuddenly extinguiſhed, 


„ ſhame was baniſhed, nature was forgotten; and as 
c accident might direct, the darkneſs of the night 
C was polluted by the inceſtuous commerce of liſters 
« and brothers, of ſons and of mothers,” FI p. 630: * 
which practices they themſelves imputed to the 
Manichees. I ſhall here add, that when Fanftus, 


the Manichee, was entering upon bis controverſy 


with Auguſtine, concerning the truth of their reſpec- 


tive tenets, he challenged Auguſtine, who himſelf 


had deen Aa Manichee, whether the baſe, the horrid, 
and infamouſly wicked practices imputed by the Or- 
thodox to the Manichees, had any real foundation? 


Whether Auguſtine acknowledged, like a man, that 


they had not, I cannot affirm, it not being mention- 
TH. 5.7: 
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ed by Lardner ; but J fear he did not. Why 1 can» 


not exclude the preſent century from the imputation 


of flandering, will appear from the following fact 


Tindal, in the beginning of this century publiſhed a 


work, entitled, © The Rights of the Chriſtian Church 
c aſſerted, againſt the Romiſh and all other Prieſts, 


L who claim an independent Power over it; with a 


5 + Preface concerning the Government of the Church 


of England, as by Law eſtabliſhed.— Of this work 


the famous Le Clerc, in his Bibliotheque Choiſee, thus 
ſpeaks : 3:66 We hear that this book has made a great 


6 noiſe in England, and it is not at all ſurpriſing, 


« ſince the author of it attacks, with all his might, 


ec the pretenſions of thoſe who are called High- 


« Churchmen ; that is, of thoſe who carry the rights 


bs. of the biſhops ſo far, as to make them independent, 
in eccleſiaſtical affairs, of prince and people; and 
te who conſider every thing that has been ove to 
8 the dependence of the laity on biſhops, as 
« an uſurpation of the laws againſt divine right. 1 


% am far from taking part in any particular diſputes 5 


e which the learned of England may have with one 


# another, concerning the independent power and au- 


thority 


ec 


cc 


cc 


rc 


thority of their biſhops, and am ſtill further fromde- 
ſiring to hurt, in any way, the Church of England, 
which I reſpect and honour as the moſt illuſtrious 
of all Proteſtant churches; but 1 am perſuaded, 
that the wiſe and moderate members of this church 
can never be alarmed at ſuch a book as this, as 
if the church was actually in danger. "I believe 
the author; as himſelf ſays, had no deſign againſt 
(e the preſent eſtabliſtiment, which he approves; but 
only againſt ſome exceſſive pretenſions, which are 
even contrary to the laws of the land, and to 
the authority of the king aa” parliament. - As 15 
do not know, nor have any connection with him, 
1 have no particular intereſt to ſerve by defending 
him, and I do not undertake it. His book i is too 
full of matter for me to give an abridgment of 
it, and they who underſtand Engliſh will do well 
to read the original: they have never read a book 
ſo ARrong, and fo ſupported i in favour of the princi- ; 
ples which Proteſtants on this fide the water hold 

in common,” 
© The lower houſe of convocation, in Queen 
* Anne's reign, thought that ſuch a character of 
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ce the rights of the clergy, & c.“ from a man of Le 
8 Clerc s reputation for parts and learning, muſt have 
© no ſmall influence in recommending the book, and 
© in ſuggeſting favourable notions of the principles 
advanced in it; and therefore, in their repreſentation 
© of the preſent ſtate of religion, they judged it expedi- 
0 ent to give it this turn; namely, 66 that thoſe infidels 
ce (meaning Tindal and others), have procured abſtracts : 


ce and commendations of their own profane writings, 


and probably drawn up by themſelves, to be inſert- 

c ed in foreign journals, and that they have tranſ- 
„ lated them into the Engliſh tongue, and publiſh= | 
ce ed them here at home, in order to add the greater | 
66 weight to their wicked opinions,” Hence a no- 
1 tion prevailed in England that Le Clerc had been 
c paid for the favourable account he gave of TindaPs 
© book; upon which he took occaſion to declare, in 
«a future journal, that e there never was a a greater 6 
60 falſehood; and proteſts, as an honeſt man, before 
« God, that, for making mention of that or any 
ce other book, he had never had either promiſe or 
c reward.“ V. General Geographical Dict. Art. Tin- 
dal. After this fact, ſhould I acquit the Orthodox 
of 


E $--- | 


of this century of their old trade of ſlandering, it 


may be that the preſent controverſy may make 


ſome people imagine that it has not yet quite 


ceaſed, 


All ſets and denominations of Chriſtians preach up 


| charity. How comes it then, that it is ſo little 


praQtiſed? I ſubmit to his Lordſhip whether his claſ- 


ſing Dr. Prieſtley, whom he acknowledges to have 


_ © ſome belief, ' with Bolingbroke, Voltaire, and Gib- 
bon, whom he acknowledges to be Infidels, be chriſ- 
tian-like, or charitable? 


In making theſe remarks I haye been ſolely influ- 


: enced by a love of general truth—if I have unin- | 


tentionally made uſe of any expreſſions unworthy of 


that cauſe, they are to be imputed to inattention, not 


| deſign. His Lordſhip I have no knowledge what- 
ever of, therefore if any thing ſhould ſeem perſonal, 
F here diſavow it. I am no enemy of his Lordſhip. 
His writings have iuſtructed me. It is known to a a 


few, I believe, that I have ſtrenuouſſy exerted my A 


ſelf on his Lordſhip's behalf, and mentioned that 1 


was ready to defend him in print concerning an ab- 


_ furd opinion, which was aſcribed to him, and which, 


if 
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if I did not think that it had been retradted (though 
I apprehend that in the /ame place where the imputa- 
tion was made, in the ſame it ſhould, have been re- 
8 tracted), I intended that the defence of his Lordſhip 
on this head (my own truth being implicated in the 
queſtion) ſhould have compoſed a part of this pam- 
phlet; and I will here add, that few perſons on 
earth I have an higher opinion of than of the per- 
ſon who made the charge, though I have no acquaint- 


ance with him, but 


Veritas ſuper omnia. 


1 ſhall now proceed to male a few remarks on Dr. 
Prieſtley s Hiſtory of Farly Opinions reſpecting Chriſt; 
for as this work contains the ſubſtance of his letters 
to Doctor, now Biſnop Horſley, and as being the 
later production, it may be ſuppoſed to contain his 
| laſt thoughts, improved by controverſy. 
' What, I apprehend. will firſt ſtrike the attentive | 
reader after peruſal is, whether it be properly entitled to 
the appellation of a hiſtory. What I underſtand by this 
term 1s either a ſyſtematic arrangement of tlie opi- 
nions of the ancients reſpecting Chriſt, or a chrono- 


logical arrangement; 3 but neither one or the other is 


preſeryed 


„„ D100 I 
preſerved in this work. In fact, had Dr. Prieſtley 
kept ta the chronological order, the opinions of his 
firſt or primitive Fathers, with regard to the divinity 
of Chriſt, would have fo far exceeded thoſe . of the 
Fathers, whom he ſuppoſed to have flouriſhed after f 
them, that it would have totally annihilated his bypo- 
; theſis, namely, that the divinity of Jeſus Chriſt was 
always i in progreſſion :. this, I think, ſhould have made 
him f uſpect the ſolidity of his hypotheſis, or rather 
the age of thoſe Fathers, and! is a preſumptive argu- . 
ment, if the notion be well founded, that they did > 
not live in ſo early an age as is generally ſuppoſed: 
indeed I have no doubt of being able to ſhow, or at 
the leaſt to make it very probable, that not one of 
the primitive Fathers flouriſhed in. the ſecond, but in 
the third century; it may be, ſome even later. Had 
| this idea occurred to him, it would have probably led 
him, from his intimate knowledge of their opinions 5 
upon various points, to fix their reſpective ages accu- 
rately; : and i in that caſe he might have diſcovered, as 
would naturally be expected, were his hy potheſis well 
founded, that the ſyſtematical and chronological ar- 


rangements weule have nearly or altogether coin- 


= ” cided 


1 64 1 


cided with it. However this may be, his work muft 


be eſteemed highly uſeful, as containing ſo many 
original paſſages from the Fathers upon moſt intereſt- 
ing ſubjects; and though 1 do not think it a hiſtory, 


I efteem it a moſt uſeful and invaluable collection. 


Another flaw in this work 1 take to be the in- 


troducing into it paſſages from apocryphal writings 


whoſe authors being unknown, their time cannot al- 


ways be abſolutely fixed on: as alſo the introducing 


| pallages from writings, which are acknowledged not 
to belong to the perſon to whom they are aſcribed. 
In the firſt claſs are to be placed the paſſages from 5 


the Clementines, whoſe author is entirely unknown. 


Dr. Prieſtley thinks, that he was an Ebionite, and 


lived in the ſecond century. However, as the work 


now ſtands, it might be clearly ſhewn that it could not 
have been the production of an Ebionite, nor written 


1 early as the ſecond century. In the ſecond claſs 


are to be placed thoſe paſſages from the Philoſumena, 


by ſome perhaps aſcribed to Origen, but which 16 


obviouſly not his : indeed the Doctor, L alle 


ſays in one. place, that they are only aſcribed to Ori- 


gen; but the mW who has obſerved paſſages ad- 
duced 


( 155 J 
duced from Origen as proofs, when he afterwards 


finds, that in ſome caſes theſe proofs are taken from 


a work aſcribed only to Origen, and 1 may ſay too, 
without any reaſonable grounds, immediately all the 
real knowledge, which he thought he had acquir- 
1 he finds is founded upon ſo ſandy a foundation, 
that, in fat he, is thrown back into all his former 
doubts ; for no ong inſtantly, I apprehend, can im- 
mediately ſeparate what 1 was grounded upon genuine 


| writings, from what was grounded upon ſpurious 


writings, and moſt perſons are too lazy to return 


upon the ſame argument, but rather put up with un- 


eertainties. I own that I cannot but be of the opi- 


nion of Coſmas, See P · 30, that as Chriſtians ought 


not to attempt to prove any doctrine except from 


thoſe books of ; the New Teſtament which were 


: UNIVERSALLY acknowledged, neither, in like 


manner, ought any writer to adduce paſſages as proofs, 
or at all to introduce them into the text, from apo- 


cryphal writings, or from writings that are not uni- 


verſally acknowledged to belong to the writers to 


whom they are aſcribed, Under this head I muſt 
place the books De Præſcriptione, aſcribed by ſome to 
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Tertullian, but which every ſcholar muſt perceive not 
to be his. His own works are extremely difficult to 


every ſcholar, whereas there is no extraordinary dif- 


ficulty in that production. I will venture to affirm 


that the book De Præſcriptione was not written before 
the middle of the third century. It is true the Doctor 


in one place, perhaps more, ſpeaks doubtfully of this 
work, as belonging to Tertullian. Biſhop Horſley, 


Dr. Knowles, and Mr. Badcock, argue from it as 


| undoubtedly genuine. I may here add, that Dr. 
| Prieſtley, throughout his work, conſtantly writes No- 


vatian, inſtead of Novatus. That his name was No- 


vatus, and not Novat ian; 1 apprehend to have been 


demonſtrably ſhewn by Lardner, His Lordſhip and 


Dr. Knowles, in like manner, write the name No- 


vatian; ; yet all theſe gentlemen acknowledge that 


they haye read Lardner, Howeyer, being men of 


genius, they might think themſelves diſpenſed from 


attending to ſuch trifling matters: neyertheleſs Lard- 


ner thought it worth his while to return twice upon 


this ſubject, trifling as ſome may think it. 
Having premiſed thus much, I ſhall proceed to 


Mare particular obſervations, wn I ſhall confine 


to 


E 
to three heads, namely : —— To wc the Doctor has 
faid reſpecting Marcellus — concerning his aftertion 


that the Arians holding that Jeſus Chriſt had no intelli- 


gent human foul was a novelty—and what he has ſaid ref] pect- 


n 
ing the Neſtorian hereſy. f 1 
The Doctor appears to me to think that Marcellus 1 . 
was an Unitarian, that is, according to my defi- 5 ll 1 
tion, a Humaniſt; z and that he, and Paul of Samo- 9 | 


fate, held the ſame opinion reſpecting Jeſus Chriſt; but 


the following paſſages from the Fathers will clearly 11 
ſhew, that Marcellus thou ofit very different from 1 I | f 
Paul reſpecting Jeſus; for Paul held him to be a . ll! 
mere man, though the Chriſt; whereas Marcellus 5 
held the ſame opinion concerning him as had been 1 
held before by Sabellius, differing only from this laſt 1 
in a peculiar notion reſpecting 2 permanent perſonifi- | | ; 
cation, and ſubſiſtence, of the Chriſt, and the origin ['8 
of the Holy Spirit: for, as already obſerved, F; Pre. : 1 
Diſq. p. 42. Sabellius held the reſorption of the Chriſt 1 
: before the crucifixion into the Deity, on which account, ” 1 ! 


by deſtroying his proper perſonification and ſubſiſtence, 
his followers were ſtyled | blaſphemers of Chriſt ; 


and chat the Holy Tous - Was 2A protenſion of 


the 5 


„ I of att oe c_— 


( 158 ) 


the Father, of the ſame nature as the Chriſt, which 
poſſeſſed the minds of the Apoſtles, and thoſe others 


to whom the Father was pleaſed to impart it : but 
Marcellus held, that the protenſion of the Father, 


which poſſeſſed the body of the Man Jeſus, ſo far 
from being reſorbed | into the Father before his cruci-. 
fixion | continued protended ; by which he avoided, by 
preſerving his perſonality, and ſubſiſtence, the being 
ſtyled a blaſphemer of Chrift ; and with reſpecs to the 


Holy Spirit, he held, that it was a protenſion, from 
the protenſion which made the man Jeſus the Chriſt 


Jeſus; whereas the Sabellians held the Holy Spirit to 


be a protenſion immediately ſpringing from the F ather. 
Now, Paul of Samoſate, knew nothing at all of theſe 


ED protenſions, but eſteemed Jeſus, the anointed, or Chriſt, 
to be a mere Man, which ſhews that there was a 
material difference betwixt them : in fact, Marcellus : 
was in words a Trinitarian, as aſſerting the three Perſons, 


and three ſubſiſtences, which the others denied. The 


following paſſages will clearly prove what is here 
: obſerved. . : 
But before I proceed farther, I ſhall firſt obſerve, FR 
„De. Prieftley has himſelf ſhewn. that Marcellus Was 


„ 
in the communion of the faithful; nay, even a bi/hop 3 
V. Hiſt, Op v. iii. p. 261, which he could not have 
been, had he held either the opinion of Sabellius, or 
Paul of Samoſate ; for both their opinions having 


been condemned as heretical by councils particularly ; 


convened to examine into and determine upon them, 
there was no need of any other council being aſ⸗ 
ſembled, as Euſebius required, to condemn the opi- 


nion of Marcellus, had he held the opinions of either; ; 


for, as Jerome obſerves, F. Pre. Diſq. n. 28, p. 535 every 


Heretic ſprung up in the church, and was caſt out of ; 


it. Now as Marcellus was not caſt out of the church, 
it is evident that his opinions had not been declared he- 

retical. 8 3 

The firſt paſſage which I ſhall adduce to prove 

that Marcellus held different opinions from Paul of 

Samoſate and Photinus, i is from Theodoret, who ſays, 

© But he, [Marcellus] 6 Laid that a certain extenſion 


9 of the Deity of the Father came into Chriſt, and he 


c called this the God-Word. But that after the entire 


6 economy, that it will be again drawn back, and 


$ centered with God, fr om whom it an. But 
he ſays, that the moſt Holy Spirit is an exten 
c fon 
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C ſion of the extenſion, and that this was given to 


' the Apoſtles *.“ 


Here we have the tenets of Marcellus by a very 


reſpectable hiſtorian, who flouriſhed within fourſcore 
years of his time, Now if the reader will look back 


to p. 42 of the Fralnitary Diſquiſition, he will find 


that the differences, \ which I have there marked be» 


tween Marcellus and Sabellius, are preciſely thoſe 


which are here noticed. We may hence infer, that the 
denet, which diſtinguiſhed the Orthodox, was the aſ⸗ 


ſerting the proper and eternal perſonality and equality 
of the Three Perſons in the Trinity : in the two 
frſt Sabellius and Marcellus erred ; in the two laſt 
Arius. This paſſage alſo proves Marcellus's peculiar 


; manner of thinking reſpecting the Holy Ghoſt. © 


could adduce many paſſages of the Fathers from the 
Hinory of n. ſtrictly declarative of the above = 
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tenets 


r 6 1 
tenets of Marcellus regarding Jefus Chriſt; but 1 
ſhall only add one more paſſage from Baſil, who ſays, 
6c You know, my dear brethren, that the doctrine 
„ of Marcellus overturns all our hopes, not ac- 
* knowledging the Son in his own perſonality x. 
Dre. Priefiley fays, * All the following paſſages 
1 ſhew that his [Bafil's) © ſtrongeſt apprehenſions 
were from the Unitarians, the diſciples of Sabel 
C tus, Marcellus, and Paul of Samoſate, Vol. III. 
: p. 350. This paſſage, 1 apprehend, ſhews, that 
the Doctor ſuppoſes theſe three perſons nearly 
taught the ſame, if not entirely the ſame doctrine; 
whereas the reader has ſeen, that their opinions were 
widely different. I may add too, that the Doctor, 
throughout his writings, calls the Ebionites Uni- 
tarians, and of courſe one would imagine, that the 
differences between theſe four ſets were trifling and 
immaterial; but the truth 1s, as has been ſhewn, 


far otherwiſe, theſe laſt not being even Chriſtians; ; 
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believing in Jeſus only as a Prophet, or a perſon ſent 


by God, but not at all believing that he was the. 
Chriſt, V. Pre, Diſq. p. 8. n. 5. A young author 


venturing to criticiſe the writings of ſo juſtly ce- 


lebrated and ingenious a writer; will, he hopes, be 


excuſed, in producing a few other paſſages from his 


Hiſtory of Opinions, to ſhow, as he apprehends „the 


confuſion of his n reſpecting the ancient Heretics. 


In uſing the ear kon confuſion, 1 mean no diſteſpeck 


to the Doctor, whom, both as 2 man and a writer, "A 


highly relpo@s. for the ſame; term applies to every 


Writer, except Lardner, that 1 am acquainted with 


upon this ſubject; ; even the celebrated Mr. Gib- 


| bon o treads cautiouſly even - .reſpeting the Gnoſtics. 


alone. I ſhall now adduce | thoſe paſſages which 


ſtrike me a5-contraditory, and. which indicate con- 


fuſion of ideas. The Doctor ſays, Vol. IV. p. 18 1, 


0 Another circumſtance, which made way for the 


introduction of _ Aptagiſmy, : and which greatly 


. contributed to em arraſs the Orthodox i in the con- 
. y ' . 


. * They [Gnotice A almoſt without exception of the race of the 
Gentiles, Gibbon, Vol. I. p. 550. 


| « troyerſy, 


LE 6G 1 


© troverſy, was, that in order to oppoſe the Sabel- 


c lians, they had repreſented the Father and Son 
© as differing eſſentially from each other.“ He ſays, 
p. 173, ſame volume, The controverſy with the 


© Unitarians had led thoſe who were called Ortho- 


« dox to ſpeak of Chriſt as greatly inferior to the 


Father, of which examples enow have been pro- 


© duced,? Speaking of the three ſyſtems of opi- 
nions reſpecting the perſon of Chriſt, the Doctor 


ſays, p. 167, ſame vol. The firſt [ſyſtem] was 


that of the Unitarians, who believed Chriſt to be 


© a mere man, and to have had no exiſtence prior to 


© his birth, in the reign of Auguſtus, He fays, 


p. 200, ſame vol. The Orthodox conſidered them- 


« ſelves as holding a middle opinion between the 


© Sabellians and Arians, the former confounding 


c the Three Perſons, and the latter ſeparating them 


4 too far; the former making too much of Chriſt, 


and the latter too little. In the firſt and ſecond 


paſſages, it is evident, the Doctor preſumes, that the ; 


Sabellians and Unitarians were the ſame ſect, 0 of 


which examples enough could be produced beſides 
this. In the third paſſage he ſays, that the Unita- 
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rians believed Chriſt to be a mere man; and as by 


the two firſt | paſſages, the Sabellians were Unita» 
rians, they muſt of courſe have held. the fame opi- 
nion, that Chriſt was a mere man: but in the fourth 


paſſage, he ſays, the Orthodox conſidered them- 
+ ſelves as holding a middle opinion between the 
« Sabellions and Arians, the former making 200 
© much of him.“ [Chriſt] Truly this was Gogular, 


when they only thought him a mere Man! 


+ ſhall now confider the Doctor's aſſertion: he 


t ſays, © But it is remarkable, that all the F athers, 
0 till the time of Arius, held that Chriſt had a. 
proper human ſoul, as well as a human body.“ . 


Hiſt. Op. TH 198, By a proper human foul, the 


Doctor means the intelligent principle, 
The Doctor very properly farſt ſtates the opinions 


Y the Fathers who flouriſhed before the Council __— 
: Nice, and then of thoſe who flouriſhed after it—1 
ſhall follow the ſame mode : firſt, premiſing my ; 
own opinion, namely, that the doctrine, that Jeſus 
| Chriſt had NO intelligent human ſoul, was NOT a 


novelty before Arius, it being held by all the Or- 
thodox, except, perhaps, by Tertullian: and that till 
the 


C65 J] 


the Council of Alexandria A. D. 437, the doctrine 
of an intelligent human foul in Chriſt was not 


eſtabliſhed : and this 1 n to make good from - 
the paſſages cited by the Doctor himſelf, in his 
Hiſtory of Opinions. Before we proceed, it is ne- 
ceſlary the reader ſhould firmly recollect what 


was ſaid in the preface reſpecting the compoſition 


of Man, namely, that Man was compoſed of i inani- 


mate body —of a living principle, called by the 
Greek, Pſyche, and which the Latins rendered by 
5 Anima, and which, united to the inanimate body, : 


made it a living body—and of an intelligent prin - 


ciple, called by the Greeks Nous, and which the 


Latins called Animus, this united to the living 


body, rendered it, according to them, rational, From 


the poyerty of our language, we render both Pſyche 


and Nous by the ſame term Soul. 


The firſt paſſage adduced by the Doctor is from 


; Clemens Romanus, who ſays, 66 Chriſt our Lord, 
ce by the will of God, gave his blood for us, his 


6 fleſh for our fleſh, and his ſoul” [Pſyche] « for our 


"68 ſouls.” [Pſyche] * In this paſſage there is no men- 
F To ap avls rowrey vTrep nee oXp15'05 o XUpioc nn, 6 bung 
| bus, x) m cp UTsp T1; Tape; nun, m N vip Twy y 


D Sect xlix. p. 175· Hiſt, Op: v. il, p. 2033 ; 
tion 
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tion of the intelligent ſoul, The next paſſage is 


from Juſtin Martyr, who ſays, « It appears that our 


cc doctrine was more ſublime than every human 
& doctrine, becauſe the entire rational Chriſt who 


cc appeared for us, conſiſted of body, and logos, and 


( ſoul.“ ' [Pfyche} There is no intelligent principle 


here. This paſſage clearly ſhows, that Juſtin Mar- 


tyr thought that Chriſt was compoſed of body, a 


 earnal ſoul, and the logos or divine principle, and 


of courſe that he had no intelligent principle. 
T he next paſſage which the Doctor alduces' is 
from Irenæus, who ſays, © the prophets preached his 


66 * coming according to the fleſh, by which he was 


et made a mixture and union of God and Man +7 


The next paſſage is from the ſame writer, who 


fays, 6 If he was not made that which we are, he did 


« no great matter in ſuffering and ſupporting” [his 


Nate] ; <6 but we having received, AS every one what- 


* foever will confeſs, a body from the earth, and 


6e the ſoul” [anima] * receiving the ſpirit from God: 
Prophetæ - prædicaverunt ejus ſecundum carnem adventum, per 
guem commixtio et communio Dei et Hominis, facta eſt. Lib. IV. 


5 the 


1 167 J 
ce the word of God, therefore, entirely collecting 
& his own work. into himſelf, was made this,” [the 


Chriſt] cc and upon this account he confeſſes him- 
ce ſelf to be the Son of Man . 


The next paſſage, which the Doctor 3 is 


alſo from Irenæus, who a ys, that © he remained 
-" three days where-the dead are; and upon this ac- 
0 bo; count the Lord deſcended into thoſe places, which 
« are under the earth, preaching alſo to them his com- 
0 ing, being the forgiveneſs of ſins to them, who be- 
4. e lieve on him . ” Upon this paſſage the Doctor 


| ſays, He [Irenzus] © ſpeaks of Chriſt as being | 
0 three days in the place where the dead are preach- 


5 c ing to the ſouls there,” [Irenzus lays nothing of 


* Si hoc non 4 eſt quod nos eramus, non magnum n quod 


paſſus eſt et ſuſtinuit. Nos autem, quoniam corpus ſumus de terra accep- 


tum, et anima accipiens a Deo Spiritum, omnis quicunque confitebitur. 


Hoc itaque factum eſt verbum Dei, ſuum plaſma in lemetipfum recapi- 


_ et bur hoc filium hominis le coufitetur. Lib, I II. o. xxxiii. 


4 Tribus Dicbus converſatus eſt abs erant mortui Et propter hec Y 


Dominum in ea que ſunt ſub terra deſcendiſſe, evangelizantem et illis 
adventum ſuum remiſſum peccatorum exiſtentem his qui credunt in eum. 
Lib. V. c. Xxxv. p. 451. Lib. IV. c. xlv, p. 346. Hiſt, Op. v. II. 
. 204. J [RS Js | 


ſouls ; 
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fonts; he ſays, © to them,” namely, the dead] 0 and 
© he could not think that ſuch a logos as he de- 
0 ſeribes could have been particularly in that place. 
9 For he conſidered the logos not as any thing that 
© was created, but what had always exifted with 
God. Thou, O man, ſays he, art not uncreated, 
„ nor didſt thou” [always] « co-exiſt with God, 


« like” [as] ec his own word v. ” He goes on, In 


« anſwer to the Gnoſtics, who aid that it was Jefus 
— 5 — . and not the Chr ft who ſuffered, he ſays, indeed, 
| © that in the account of our Saviour” 8 ſufferings in the 
cc ſeriptures, the word Chriſt is made uſe of · . But 
when he explains himſelf more fully, he ſays it was 
the man only who ſuffered, the logos being quieſcent 


at that time. As he was a man, that he N be 


Non enim infectus eſt, O Homo, nec ſemper co.exiſtubis Deo, ficut 
proprium ejus verbum. Lib. II. c. xliii. p. 169. Hiſt. Op. ii. 205. Dr. 
Prieſtley has not tranſlated ſemper always: I think alſo that ficu? means 


as, and not like, as he renders it; and 1 in both inſtances renden the paſſage 
agreeably to his own . 9 5 


2 Naſlaxs m £7) 7 wabs; T8 fis m== x) TH; us aulprlſl . TW 


T2. Nfg xeaxpillas copdls. He every where makes uſe of the uame of 
Chriſt in ſpeaking of the paſhon of oui Lord, and of his humanity. Lib, III. 
hed o 846. Hiſt. Op. ib. | 
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it tempted, ſo he was the Logos that he might be gloris | 
cc fied; the Logos being quieſcent in his temptation, | | q 
hats crucifixion, and death, but being preſent with the 1 
ce man in his viStory, patience, kindnefs, reſurrec- | | 
« tion, and aſcenſion *.* it 
C It is ſufficiently evident that Novatian [Novatus] [i 0 
believed Chriſt to have a ſoul, as well! as the Logos; |; L 
© this being God, a principle properly divine, which j | 
© could not ſuffer or die. « If the immortal foul” 1 ö 
[anima] in other perſons, be ſays, could not be 9 1 
“ killed, how much leſs could the Word of God, 1 
and God in Chriſt be killed :— From this, he fays, | 
4c may be inferred, that it was only the Man in | ö 
« Chriſt that was killed, and that the Word could l 
ic not become mortal . As he had juſt before | | ö 
© obſerved, that in man the body only can die, | | 


r 
: n 
8 
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xagolos prey TU Aoye ty Tw miupaclas, % Favpe;lai, x; arobonsxen 


guys os er T,, x) vague, 9 fg corebas, anracals i, * 


aan aucb. Lib. III. c. xxi. p. 290. Hiſt. Op. vol. ii, P. 26. i 1 


+ Quod fi anima immortalis occidi aut interfici non poteſt in quovis alio {| 
licet (cum ſcilicet) corpus et caro ſola poſſit interfici, quanto magis utique ; if | | | 
verbum Dei, et Deus 1 in Chriſto, interfici omnino non po: uit; cum caro 1 

2 i ſola 


1 L no ] 
© he would naturally have uſed the term body with 
© reſpe&t to Chriſt, and not of that of man in him, 
© if he had not believed, that beſides the Logor, 
8 Chriſt conſiſted of a complete man, ſoul and 


"IM * 


Let Novatuss notions of a complete man be. what | 


they would, bis language i is expreſs, that except the 


8 body or fle TA no other part of a man died, not even 
the anima, or ſenſitive ſoul ; and therefore fay- 


| ing, that Chriſt conſiſted of a complete man, ſoul and 


body, i is not only ſaying more than Novatus ſays (for 


in him I find no term equivalent to complete); but alſo, 


even if he had ſaid ſo, it by no means followed, that 


the complete man died, conſiſting of the intelligent 


foul, or animus, and body, ſince he even affirms, that 


the ſenſitive ſou}, the immortal anima, did zet die. 


ſola et corpus occiſum ſit.— Per hee colligitur non niſi hominem in 


_ Chriſto interfectum appareat, ad mortalitatem ſermonem i in loco (in illo) 


non eſſe deductum. But if the immortal ſoul [anima] cannot be killed 
or ſlain in any other perſon whatever, ſince the body and fleſh alone can 


| be ſlain; how much more is it evident that the Word of God, and God 


in Chriſt, cannot at all be ſlain, ſince fleſh alone and body can be ſlain: 
from this it is collected, that the man in Chriſt was only ſhin, and that 

the word in him was not ſubjected to mortality.” C. XXV. p. 193. 
Ed. Jackſon, Hiſt, Opinions, V. II. p. 206. 


This 
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This paſſage alſo explains what Irenzus intended by 


\ 


the Spirit, V. p- 167, n. 1, that it was nothing elſe 
but the Word of God, and ſhews alſo that the no- 


tions of theſe two orthodox Fathers, reſpecting the 
component parts of Chriſt, were the ſame, namely, 
body; Logos, or Spirit, or the Word of God; ; and. 
pſyche or anima. It may be thought fingular — 
that the Doctor ſhould adduce ſo many paſſages 1 | [| | 


prove that the Fathers held the notion that there Hy 


was an intelligent ſoul, or a nous, or an 1 animus, in 


| LY. 
- Chriſt, and yet the term nous, or animus, EE KY 


to be met with in any one of the paſſages hitherto 
adduced—but to proceed : | 

The Doctor ſays, ad Tertullian always ſuppoſes 
Co the ſame, ſpeaking of Chriſt's ſaying, * My God, 


ce my God, Why haſt thou forſaken me: this voice 
ce was from the #t , and the ſcul, (anima] that 


ce is, [of] the Man, not of the Word; nor Spirit, 
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« that is, not of . it was uttered to 
« ſhow that God was impaſſible, who thus left the 
ce Son, whilſt he delivered his Man to death *.“ 
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ce In Chriſt,“ he ſays, writing againſt the Gnoſtics, 
« we truly find a ſoul” [anima] “and fleſh, declared 
« in plain and ſimple terms: that is the ſoul, 
| anima] is called] ſoul, [anima]; and the fleſh 
is called] fleſh : but no where is the ſoul called 0 
10 fleſh, or the fleſh ſoul, when * ſhould have 
6 been 0 called *, *” &c. : 

The Doctor goes on—* Origen, who his been ſup- 
5 0 to be a favourer of Arianiſm, [Arianiſm was 
however unknown for half a century after Origen] 
exactly follows theſe writers in this doctrine, I 
e ſhall ſelect a few paſſages from him. 6 Moreover : 
« let theſe accuſers know, that he whom we think 
Cc and are perſuaded to have been God, and the Son 
« of God, from the beginning, is the e 
and the Very-Wiſdom, and the Very-Truth. And 
fpirius, id el non Dei, propices ei elt, ul impaſſibilem. Drum 


oltenderit, qui fic filium dereliquit, dum hominem ejus tradidit in mor- 


tem. ad. Praxeam Sect xxx. ding Hi. Op. V. ii. p. 207. 


* In Chriſto vero invenimus animam & carnem, fimplicibus et nudis | 


| vocabulis editas; id eſt animam animam, carnem, carnem; nuſquam ani- 


mam carnem, aut carnem animam: quando ita nominari debuiſſent 
De carne Chriſti, Sect. xv. p. 318. Hiſt. Op. ib. I have kept ſomewhat 
cloſer) to the original in the rendering theſe two paſſages than the Doc- 


tor; but there is no mention of an intelligent ſoul in them. - 


& we 


1 0 1 


& we ſay that his mortal body, and human ſoul, 


[Pſyche] partook of the greateſt not only by com- 


c“ munication, but alſo by union and mixture, 
and by having of his divinity communicated to 


* them, were changed into Deity*. His [Chriſt's! 


« ſoul [Pſyche] being freed of body, preached to 


< the ſouls freed of bodies, converting unto him thoſe | 
< of them that were willing +.” In anſwer to Cel- 
ſus, he ſays, „If the immortal God Word ſeems to 
** Celſus, by taking a mortal body and human ſoul, 5 
[Pſyche] © cc to be ſubject to change; let him earn, i 

c that the Word, continuing Word in eflence, ſuf- 
cf fert nothing of what the body or ſoul ſuffers i 45 6 In | 
his 
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« his cominentiries on Matthew, he ſays, that 
« Chriſt incteaſed in wiſdom with reſpect to his hu- 
4 mat font v. The term Nous, equivalent to the 
* intelligent ſoul; not being in any of theſe pa- 
ſages, but the word Pſyche being ſo repeatedly men- 


rioned in them, which only means the ſenſitive carnal | 


ſont, we may be aſſured that Origen knew of no 
other foul but this, as a component part of Jeſus 


Ct. 


Dr. Priefiley proceeds, « Scerates, the kifforian, | 


* gieing an account of a ſynod held at Alexandria, 
6 at which Athanaſins attended, ſays, And they 


ct determined, that while Chriſt was converſant on 


cc earth, he was not only incarnate, but had alſo a 


4c {out [Pſyche], and it alſo ſeems to have been 
« the opinion | the Doctor ſays, © which was the opi- 


„ nion, which Socrates's words do not juftify] of 


« the ancient eccleſiaſtical men : for they did not 


* imagine that they were introducing ay new doc- 


4. N T1 801% jheywy Noyes 2 os wa x r v Ta N 


1 hon. E iv. p. 270. Hiſt. Op. v. Fg p. 20g. 
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ve © Inou; mapixonle V. i. p. 330. Hit, Op. ib. 
« tring 


. 
* trine into the church, but what eccleſiaRical tra- 
« dition from the beginning had declared, and wag 
- demonſtrably explained by learned Chriſtians ; ; for 


* 


64 all the ancients who haye treated 1 ypon the Toes ; 


1 * 9 cow n nn of Jenks 


* lem, and Serapion, who preſided over the church 
60 of Antioch, acknowledge in their works, that 


« Chriſt, while on earth, had a human ſoul,” {Plyche) 


6 Moreover, the ſy nod convened on account of Be- 


fc ryllus, biſhop of Philadelphia in Arabia, writ» | 
6 ing to Beryllus, delivered the ſame chings; and 
« Origen, every where in his writings, acknowledges 


ce Jeſus while on earth to have had a human ſoul *.” 
[Pſyche] 


The 
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The Doctor goes on Indeed, as J have obſerved, 


© had ſome of the Fathers had one opinion on this ſub · 


« ject, and ſome another, it could not have failed to 
c occaſion a diſcuſſion of the point, and warm contro- 
8 verſy, before the time of Arius. [To this I entirely 


agree, and it is a ſtrong argument that they had on- 


ly one opinion upon the point, and that opinion was, 


that Chriſt had but a ſenfitive carnal foul, without 
an intelligent one] © It i is to this day alſo the received 
2 opinion of all thoſe who are called Orthodox, that 
0 Chriſt has a proper human ſoul, and that the Arians 
« ſtill are the only Chriſtians who deny this,” [The Doc- 


tor is the laſt man in the world who ſhould mention 


this circumſtance.] | 


£ As this JoArine, of Chriſt having a proper hu- 


© man ſoul, together with that of the real origin and 


£c nature of the Logos, is of ſo much conſequence to 


0 the ſyſtem of Arianiſin, T have carefully attended 


to every thing which I could find to have been ad- 


& Tos wornducw cb log Aoyorg og ophpohoyepurrer aulors PaTxuc in „ 
pw * x 11 di BypuANor Toy idea eh pia rug & Apa S ISR 


| Toy YepoDn Torodog, Yeu puea Bye ra ala wa foi. Ni- 


Verne N lags fen © ros Pepopuerots alle Bicheig, Loge Tov 


mabpornoala ide. L. 3. c. 7. P. 178. Hiſt, Op. v. ii, p. 210. 
6 vanced 
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- 


© yanced by any Arians upon the ſubject; but to my 


N 


great ſurpriſe, I have hardly found that it his been 
n fo much as noticed by them, except by Mr. Whiſ- 


os: 


ton, who, i in his Colleftion of Ancient Monuments re- 


A 


lating to the Tri rinity, without mentioning any other 


authority whatever, infers, from their being no ex- 


preſs mention of a human ſoul in Chriſt in two par- 


CE ticular treatiſes of Athanaſius viz, that againſt the 
bs Gentiles, and that on the 8 that © this Fa- 


oy ther ſeems as if he had never heard of ſuch a notion 


« among Chriſtians at all.” p. 74. He adds, & ſo- 


60 lemnly appeal to the unbiaſſed reader, after he has 


ce carefully peruſed the whole diſcourſe, whether he 


ce can believe that Athanaſius owned a human rational 


cc ſoul, as aſſumed by the Word at the incarnation, 
4 when he wrote that treatiſe,” He then concludes 
with aſſerting, that “ the acknowledgment of a u- 
* man and a rational ſoul in Chriſt, diſtinguiſhed from 
60 his divine nature, was one of the lait branches of : 
= the Athanaſian hereſy.” [This poſition I believe to 


be true; but without expreſs teſtimony, much more 
upon a negative argument, he was blameable for aſ- 


ſerting it. However probable in itſelf, nothing ſhould 
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be aſſerted withous expreſs e, of a Wali 


: formed writer. ] * n FE... 


© That this writer, the Doctor goes on, way 


( aware of the importance of this ſubject i is very evi - 


© dent.“ & It is indiſputable,” he fays, cc and is agreed 


cc on by all, that in caſe our Saviour did not aſſume a 


ce human rational ſoul at his incarnation, the common 


ce orthodoxy cannot be defended 2? « but if he did, the 5 


* Arian hypotheſis muſt fall to the ground, : [But 


i he did not, and I truſt that every reader muſt be 
convinced that the Doctor has not produced one paſſage 


from the antient s,which expreſul affirms that he did, their 
the Arian hypotheſis may {till be maintained upon this 


ground. Being aware, as well as Whiſton, of the im- 
portance of this fact, that Chriſt was by the Ortho- a 


dox ſuppoſed to have had only a ſenſi tive ſoul, till af- 
1. che Arian controverſy, and which all the paſſages 


adduced. by the Doctor ſhow; for of no other ſoul do 
ey ſ ſpeak ; ; it will of courſe follow, that the Orthodox 


notions on this head, being novel, carinot be ſupported. X 
The reader will alſo pleaſe to recollect, chat the ſoul, ; 
which Socrates has ſaid : p. 1) 5, ts that was eſtabliſhed 
by the council of Alexandria in the year 3725 was 
only 


„„ 
_ only, A ſenſitive foul, . Phzche, ſo that an intellgen 
x foul: Was unknown to the Orthodox for nearly balf a 
century after the council of Nice, 


The Doctor, after going on for ke: pages with | 


hypothetical ] reaſonings, and adducing. paſſages from 
the Fathers, which prove nothing, as having no men- 


tion at all of any fort of ſoul in them, and which. I 


| traſt: my reader will excuſe me from tranſcribing 
goes on thus: 1 0 Upon the whole, I cannot help think- 


„ ing, chat there i is the Arongeft evidence that the Anti- 
*\ nicene Fathers believed that Chriſt had a proper 


c human foul, as well as a proper human body ; ; [this i 18 


a very extraordinary aſſertion ; for the laſt (a human 


body), we have the moi expr 7 evidence: for the for- D 


mer, we have none at all, unleſs Anima, and EFhebe, 


mean the intelligent ſoul, but of which L have as yet 


ſeen 10 proof]! their Logos being ſuch as could not 
c ſupply the place of it, [Juſtin Martyr, Irenzus, | 


and Novatus, thought differently, who lived before 


the Arian controverſy ; 3 Caffian, and others after it, 


thought in like manner, as the Doctor himſelf ob- 


ſerves, p. 21s] 6 being that power, which, at the 
« very time it was incarnate, ſupported all things, and 


* Aa 2 | 6 was 
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_ © was even then as much in the Father as ever it had 


© been 5 [I beg leave to know, if Novatus and Origen, 


who in their times were accounted orthodox, could 


hold this tion; the former of whom ſaid that the 


Sabellians extended his honours too much, V. Pre. 


Diſq · p. 47. n. 23. the latter, that he ought. not to 
be worſhipped, V. Pre. Diſq. P- 46, n. 22 I con- 
( ſequently theſe F athers could not haye been 
Arians. 95 
- © That the foul, which the Fathers afcribes to 
E Chriſt, beſide the Logos, was a proper human foul, 


£ and not merely the ſenfttive foul of fome philoſophers, : 


© 18 evident from the man being ſaid by them to conſiſt 


of this ſou! and boch; [I could with that the Doe- 


tor had given ſome of theſe paſſages] © a kind of defi- 
© nition in which the term foul always expreſſed 


2 every thing belonging to a man that was not body. 


- This will have been obſerved to be the caſe with 


. reſpect to Irenæus. - [Tho paſſage from Irenzus 


ſpeaks only of the anima; and as in it he is only 


ſpeaking of the compoſition of Chriſt, what may ap- 


ply to hin is not concluſive with regard to other 
men, 


6 Thoſe 


5 
© Thoſe philoſophers, who, following the princi- 
* ples of Plato, maintained that man has ?ws ſouls, 


gave Chriſt two ſouls alſo,” [not however for a con- 


ſiderable ſpace after the riſe of the Arian controverſy] 


© and . of them according to their reſpeRtive na- 


c tures. | Chriſt, ſaid Theophylact, was in para- 
* diſe, not only as God, but alſo he took with him 


« his, human, rational, and intelligent foul” 5 [Nous] «6 and 


60 deſcended into hell with the ſenſitive foul * * 


[Plyche]. This proves that they were the ſenſitive 
ſouls that Chriſt went to preach to in hell, 


V. p. 167, n. , and it alſo ſhews that the Pſychais 
of Origen, v. p 173, n. ts. were the ſenſitive ſouls 
only: and conſequently chat the Doctor's friend, 
X. Hiſt. Op. vol. iv. p. 358, was wrong, in ſuppoſing 


that they were the intelligent fouls which were intend- 


ed by chat term. The reader may alſo perceive with : 


what propriety of language TheophylaRt expreſſes 


* a ap 8B wore xabe Geog ” b T0 wafadueo, Fe 5 als 


avon Je oe vu E orpey, x & Tw ebe. 5 


Veyont ulla Te wor, & tg ads nana * x. In Luc. 8. 23, 
Opera, V. i. p. 535 Hiſt. Op. V. 11. P 221. 
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himſelf: he has the Plycke following the Nous, and 
carefully diflinguiſted from it. How then happens 
i it, that not one of the Ante-nicene F athers expreſſes 
himſelf ſo properly and guardedly. That many of 
them were his ſuperiors in knowledge and ability, I 


| apprehend will not be diſputed. It can then be only 


accounted for, that in the Ante. nicene age, the doctrine : 
of the two fouls in Chriſt was unknown, but in the 


time of Theophylack, Who flouriſhed in the 11th 


century, it was an efabliſhed opinion. This in- 


ference, I apprehend, is much ſtrengthened by the 


following paſſage from F ulgentius, who flouriſhed 


in tne beginning of the ſixth century, about a cen- N 


tury and a half after the time when J ſuppoſe the doc- 


trine of the 110 ſouls was eſtabliſhed. His words 


are, N or which reaſon that this error of the ſoul 


and body may be at once underſtood—if the Son 


0 of God only received the fleſh of man, PRE 4 
5 the rational | ſoul [anima rationalis], he brought 
4 home che inferior part of the ſheep, but left the 
68 better part (which God forbid) in everlaſting error ; 

« for it is manifeſt that he brought back that which 


6. he carried upon his own ſhoulders: but if he pro- 
4 feſſes 


E 


feſſes that he carried back the entire ſheep, the 


A 


«© whole man ſb be acknowledged in Chriſt : - there- 


« 


A 


fore the redemption of man 1s to be then believed, 
My if there was no deficiency of the human aſſump- 


cc 


Gods. We find the anima here qualified by 


the rational: : his doing this, and its being ne- 


glected by all the Ante-nicene fathers, can ſurely be 


owing to no other cauſe, except the different modes 


of faith held by the Ante-nicene and Pal. nicene 


F athers 


The Doctor obſerves himſelf how guarded the 


primitive writers were in expreſſing themſelves in 
other reſpecds. | 15 it not then very ſingular, that 
| they ſhould have uniformly, and without exception, 


expreſſed themſelves improperly, when ſpeaking of 


\ 


. * ; 


* Quapropter cum error iſte anime fimul intelligatur, e et corporis, i 


Dei Filius abſque anima rationali folam accepit hominis carnem, infe - 
riorem partem imus ovis domum retulit, meliorem vero (quod abſit) er- 
rori perpetuo dereliquit : : nam manifeſtum eft, quoniam hoe revocavit, 
quod propriis humeris reportavit : : fi autem ipſe totam ſe profitetur 


ovem proprits humeris impoſitam reportaſſe, totus homo cognoſcatur in 


Chriſto : quoniam tunc eſt hominis credenda redemptio: ſi i in filio ſuſ- 15 


ceptionis humane, id eſt, ovis illius repottatæ, non defuit plenitudo. Ad 


Traſſmundum, lib. i. c. x. p. 451. Hiſt, Opin, V. iv. p. 228. 
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the ſou] of Chriſt, which they muſt have done, had they 
held, that he had both an intelligent and a ſenſitive ſoul. 


All the Fathers admit, that the Arians held + that the 


Chriſt took body only ; and that their denial of the Pyſche, 
and not of the Nous, that is, of the ſenſitive, and not 


of the intelligent ſoul, was their error in this reſpect, 


manifeſtly appears from this paſſage from the annals of 
| Giyews : : The Arians ſay, that the fleſh of the Lord 


6. was without Plyche, or . the living principle. 


9 Surely no ingenuity can arreſt theſe words to imply 


o oy © Ko a — nes * nib 
7 no net rn aw ut e — 


that they denied the intelligent principle, or Nous. 
The Doctor appears to me to have expreſſed him- 


ſelf far more agrecably to AC in his corruptions of 
Chriſtianity. When ſpeaking of the Arian hereſy, he 
| ſays, Vol. 1. p. 105, © There ſeems to have been no 


Af aro e n 


* reaſon why Chriſt ſhould | have been ſuppoſed to 


have had any more than one intelligent principle ; 5 1 


=” and yet we have ſeen that ſome of the Ante- 


” nicene F athers (1) thought that there was in Chriſt a- 


— a 


6 proper human ſoul, beſides the Logos, which con- 


— . ̃ U., 7⏑rL—᷑ 2 47 ere — 


© flituted his divinity. But perbaps they might 


26.5 ei 5 Wenn. 


; . rer * NE % kamen v 517 vn r xf gafuc· Pt. III. 
mw 4 But that Arius himſelf i the Plyche. 
| 0 ; | I.i) This I deny, 


s have 
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C have been reconciled to this opinion by the popular 


© notion of demons poſſeſſing men, who yet had 


8 ſouls of their own 3* [ This mode of reconciling, as we 


ke no proof that they made uſe of it, ſhould be little 


regarded] © or by anima, which is the word which Tertul- 


© lian [and all the Latin Fathers] uſes, Land Pſyche, its 


equiralent, which all the Greek Fathers uſe}-* they 


0 might mean the ſenſi tive principle in men, as diſtinct 
. from the animus, or rational principle a didnt 


« which we find made by Cicero, and others,” It ®. 


ſingular, that this rationa | ſentiment was not adhered | 


to, inſtead of adopting another againſt the expreſs teflimony 


of all the Fathers ; for that the Fathers ſ. peak only of the 
ſenſitive principle in man in all thoſe paſſages, which che 


Doctor has adduced to prove the contrary, muſt be admit- 


ted, till it can be clearly ſhewn, by the moſt expreſs 


teſtimony, that i is, by a paſſage in which the terms Anima 


or Pfyche will admit of no other meaning than the in- 
telligent principle: and even in that caſe the queſtion 


will remain undecided, as there is expreſs teſtimony 


for the oppoſite opinion : but till ſuch a paſſage is pro- 
Bb duced, 


it 
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duced, it muſt be admitted, that the Doctor has taken 


up an opinion againſt the expreſs teſtimony of hiſtory. 


The Doctor ſays, Corruptions of Chriſtianity, 


Vol. J. Þ. 207, * Whiſton, who was certainly well 
read in Chriſtian antiquity, afſerts*, that Athanaſius | 


, © ſeems never to have heard of the opinion of Chriſt 


n having. any other ſoul than his divinity, and that 


Tm the idea of a human and rational ſoul in Chriſt was 


£ one. of the laſt branches of this hereſy. This writer | 


© alſo erte, that there does not appear, in Athanaſius's | 
0 Treatiſe on the Incarnation, the leaſt fi ien of the : 


0 hypoſtatical union, or communication of proper- 


c ties t, which, he ſays, the Orthodox have been fince 
© forced to deviſe in ſupport of their notions. This 


6 buſineſs, however, was finally ſettled on the occa- 


» The Doctor here refers to Whiſton' 8 Collection of Records, pe 74 


421 75. I have examined this work, but could find no > ſuch paſſage 


1 The hypoſtatical union was very different from | a | communication of 


properties, as will elearly appear in the ſecond part. 


(0 1921 ) 


< fion of what was called the hereſy of Neſtorius, Biſhop 


© of Conſtantinople, which has had great conſequen- 
ces, the effects of it remaining to this day: I ſhall 
hereafter conſider what the Doctor has ſaid concerning 
this hereſy. 


To what 1 have already obſerved concerning Mr. 


Badcock, 1 ſhall now add the following obſer- 


vations z. beginning with what he has ſaid upon the ſo- 


much conteſted paſſage of Jerome. As this paſſage 


was the Hrong reaſon, which inclined him to thing 


that the Nazarenes and Ebionites differed conſider- 


ably in the articles of their belief, the enquiry be- 


| comes more important to CCC 
To enable the unlearned reader to form a ſure opi- 


nion upon the queſtion, I ſhall firſt lay before him 


the original words of Jerome, then Mr, Badcock's 
tranſlation, putting in Italics thoſe words of his for 


which there is nothing equivalent i in the original ; ; af- 


terwards a literal tranſlation, with further remarks ; 


upon Mr. Badcock's. Jerome ſays, Quid dican de 
Hebionitis qui Chriſtianos eſſe ſe fimulant ? Vſque 


hodie per totas orientis ſynagogas inter Judæos ha- 
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uſque damnatur, quos vulgo Nazatæos nuncupant, 
qui credunt in Chriſtum filium Dei natum de Virgin? n 


Maria, et eum dicunt qui ſub Pontio Pilato paſſus 
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eſt, et reſurrexit, in quem et nos credimus. Thus 
rendered by Mr. Badcock: But why ſhould I ſpeak 


r of the Ebionites who have only the ſemblance of 


cc Chriſtians ? For even to this very day, through all 


te the ſynagogues of the Eaſt, there is a ſect among 


bc the Jews called the Minei (condemned even now by 


ce the Phariſees), which ſect they more generally call by 


ec te name of Nazarenes, who believe in Chriſt the 
c Son of God; and they profeſs that he was born 


« of the Virgin, ſuffered under Pontius Pilate, and 


ce roſe again; in whom alſo we believe.“ Monthly 


Reriew, vol. krix. p- 217. This paſſage, I apprehend, 
may be more literally rendered thus ; 8 What ſhall [ 
6 ſay of the Ebionites, who feign themſelves to be 
bo Chriſtians ? Even to this day through all the oe 
e gogues of the Faſt, among the Jews, (it) i 


0 a hereſy which is called of the Minei, and by the 


ee Phariſees is even now condemned, whom they” 


| (Phariſees) «6 « vulgarly call Nazarenes, Who believe in 
« Chriſt 


FI 
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« Chriſt, the Son of God, born of the Viegin Ma- 
« ry; and they ſay that it was he who ſuffered un- 


« der Pontius Pilate, and roſe again: in whom alſo 


e we believe,” 
are very obvious. Mr. Badcock tranſlates quid, why, 


which it never ſignifies, inſtead of into what, Which 


here it can only ſignify, dicam * * ſhould I ſpeak,” in the | 


| potential mood, whereas it is plainly the indicative mood; 


but this mods of tranſlating favoured his ſuppoſition. 


There are 70 words i in the original to anſwer * for, and 


5 there; he tranſlates herefi , ſect, a harmleſs term, 


however, it favoured his notion, that there was a 
6 conſiderable 1 between the Nazarenes and 
Ebionites, whom Jerome brands with hereſy, in the 


articles of their reſpeQive eise 


dicitur Mineorum, called the Minei,” omitting the 


important quz,' which refers to the preceding mem- 


ber of the ſentence, and making dicitur as if it were 


the aFive paſt participle, inſtead of the indicative mood - 


paſſi ve. By omitting to tranſlate the et, which con- 


nects what follows with what preceded, be has con- 


trived to get the member a Phariſeis nunc uſque 
9 5 


© damnatur,” 


The differences in the tranſlations. 


[bur hereſy had long ceaſed to be a harmleſs expreſſion ; . 


He renders quæ 
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© damnatur,” into a parentheſis, as if totally immate- 
rial upon the point in queſtion ; and tranſlates dams 
natur, in like manner participially, as he had before 
done dicitur. He tranſlates quos, © which ſet! vul- 
o, * more generally ! ” In what dictionary is this 
meaning aſſigned to vulgo? More generally implies 
- exceptions, whereas the original implies none: being, 
hom they vulgarly call,“ or rather nickname 
6 Nazarenes, agreeably to what has been obſerv- 
ed in the Pre. Diſq. p. 27, on the Acts of the 
Apoſtles, and Tertullian. Mr. Badcock goes on, 
© and they profe fs that he was born of the Virgin. 
This is more than Jerome ſays, for he only makes 
| them believers in the miraculous conception; and 
6 that they profeſſed [if dicunt will be allowed to be 
: properly rendered profeſs}, he ſuffered, ; &c. I now 
appeal to the reader, whether Mr. Badcock's tranſ- 
lation, which deviates ſo widely from the original, be 
not ſo managed“ „ as to favour very much his 
own ſuppoſition; for, from the manner in which he 
has tranſlated the paſſage, it would appear, that 
hæreſis referred not at all to the Nazarenes, and then 


* This phraſcology is applied by him to PEI af Dr. Fricfiley' s Wunde 
tigte 


Jerome E 


L 195 J 
Jerome would completely diſtinguiſh the Nazarenes 
from the Ebionites, which it would be juſtly conclud- 
ed he would not have done, did they not mate- 
rially differ in their creeds. 
1 will now lay before the reader the words of Jerome, 
which immediately precede thoſe already quoted; as it. 


may be, that they will tend to elucidate what follows, 


and moreover prove c management in Mr. Badcock. 


Jerome ſays, Si hoc verum eſt; et Cerinthi et He- 


bionis hæreſim dilabimur, qui credentes in Chriſto, 


propter hoc ſolum a patribus anathematizati ſunt, | 


quod legis cerimonias Chriſti Evangelio miſcuerunt, 


& ſic nova confeſh ſunt, ut vetera non amitterent. 


Qu An. & c. If this is true, we are gliding | 


« into the hereſy of Cerinthus and "FIR who believ- 


CT ing in Chriſt, on this account only were excommu- 


* nicated by the Fathers, becauſe THEY mixed the ce- 


« remonies of the law with the goſpel of Chriſt, and 


46 * confeſſed the new, as not to looſe the old? [Pro- 


miſes], Were Mr. Badcock now living, I would. aſk 


him, how happens it, that the term hæreſis in this 


paſſage ſhould mean hereſy, but in the paſſage imme- 


diately follo wing, and connected with it, that it 
ſhould 
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ſhould intend only ſe, That it ſignifies hereſy in 
the firſt paſſage, all the moderns admit, who have 
been however ingenious enough to diſcover that Ce- 
rinthus was a Gnoſtic, and conſequently a heretic, 
but whom I affirm (did ſuch a perſon ever exiſt) to 
have been an Ebionite, and I think that the preſent 
; paſſage is no ſmall argument in favour of this opinion, 
if expreſs teſtimony be admitted ; the ſame ſentiment 
being aſcribed both to him and to Ebion, reſpecting 
| Jeſus, and the obligation of the Jewiſh law. But 
Mr. Badcock, in tranſlating the ſecond herefs eſect, 
was influenced by the notion held by Biſhop Horſley, 

and many of the Orthodox, that the Nazarenes were 
not heretics : however, that they were equally fo as 
the Ebionites, I believe the unprejudiced will con 
clude from this paſſage, I would alſo aſk him, 
what was the other name of the Nazarenes, ſeeing 
that Nazarene was only a Nickname, a vulgar appel- 
lation! P'S think the queſtion may be alſo propoſed to 
Biſhop Horſley. 

Mr. Badcock, Monthly Review, Vol. LXX. p- 68, 
eites a long paſſage from Jerome, too long to be in- 
ſerted here, more particularly as it is not accom- 


panied 


L 197 ] 


panied with the original, but is only the ſcope 


and intent, as he thinks, of Jerome's argument, in 


which Jerome clearly diſtinguiſhes the h Nazareties | 


from the Ebionites ; but as he, Mr. Badeock, aſcribes 


no other opinions to theſe Nazarenes than what 


Origen had before aſſigned to the Ebionites, T ſhall 


certainly not pin my faith upon his commentary or 


explication of Jerome. His extraordinary mode of 


rendering the paſſage juſt adduced from Jerome, 
ſhould put all readers upon their guard againſt 


receiving his comments. 


He ſays, p. 69, We have only « one remark to 
add to the foregoing reflections on this ſubject, and 


« we think that if a ſingle doubt remains, it will ef- 


C fectually remove it. 

That Auſtin conſidered the Nazarenes and Ebion- 
© ites as 4 Herent ſects in regard to matters of faith 

* (however otherwiſe allied), not only appears from 
c the different accounts he gives of each 1 in his little 
« | treatiſe on hereſies, but from his letter in reply to 
4 Jerome. This may be demonſtrated from the fol- 
c lowing expreſſion : Hoc fi ita eſt, non jam in here- 


« ſim Ebionis, VEL eorum quos vulgo Nazaræos nun- 


bo cupant, 
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© cupant, VEL quamlibet veterem, ſed fs in quam 
© noyam dilabimur *. This paſſage, I afirm, fo far 
from proving that the Nazarenes and Ebionites were 


different ſects, ſhews that they were the ſame; for 


the <eorum, of them here being a relative, muſt re- 


fer to ſomething which preceded, that is of Ebion, or 
rather of his followers ; and its being put in the plural 
number, is no objection ; for he could not ſay , ejus 
of him, who are called Nazarenes, It alſo appears 
from this paſſage, that the Nazarenes had a gen- 

teeler appellation: they who deny it was Ebionites, 

are requeſted to inform the public what this other 
appellation was. It my be alſo thought ſingular, 
that if Ebionites were not their genteeler appellation, 
- they ſhould be a diſtinguiſhed by their nickname, 
without che other being ever hinted at. 

Moreover Mr, Badcock, by printing the 1010 in the 
juſt- cited paſſage from Auguſtine in large characters, no 


doubt intended to impoſe on the careleſs reader by ſound. 


But let the ſentence be perfetted, and the management by 


here will be obvious. Hoc i ita eſt, non jam in 


* « If this is fo, we are not gliding into the hereſy of Ebion, or of 
„ them whom they vulgarly call Nazarenes, or into ſome old hereſy, 


6 but into what new one I know not.“ 
| hæreſim, 


WI © 


hereſim Ebionis, VEL eorum [Ebionitarum] quos 


vulgo Nazarzos nuncupant, VEL quamlibet yete- 
rem, ſed neſcio in quam novam dilabimur. If this 


ce be ſo, we are not gliding into the hereſy of Ebion, 


* OR of them” [Ebionites] ““ whom they [ Phariſees] 


M vulgarly call Nazarenes, OR into ſome old hereſy, 


« but I know not into what new one.“ I ſay that 


| eorum muſt refer to the Ebionites, for 1 no other heretics 


ad mentioned! in this letter of Auguſtine: moreover, 


what other hereticks, except the Ebionites, were 


nick-named, or vulgarly called by the Phariſees : 


Nazarenes. See p. 192. And that vel does not 


introduce a new ſubject, as Mr. Badcock here ſup- 


ſuppoſes, will be evident from a long quotation from 


Jerome, which I ſhall have occaſion juſt now to in- 


troduce: but, in the mean time, the following paſſage 


from Cicero, which is cited by Calepini, as an in- 


ſtance of its primary ſignification, will ſhow. « Cur | 
non adſum vel ſpectator laudum tuarum, vel parti- 


6 ceps, vel focius, vel miniſter confiliorum.” Fam. i il. 


Ep. 7. I therefore repeat, that to no other cauſe but 
art and management can be attributed the printing the 
vels in large characters, in order to entrap the inat- 


tentive and unlearned readers. 


Mr. 
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Mr. Badcock is alſo witty upon Dr. Prieſtley for 
tranſlating Quid dicam de Hebionitis, qui Chriſtianos 
eſſe ſe fimulant ? uſque hodie per totas orientts ſyna- 
gogas inter Judæos hæreſis eſt. © What ſhall I fay 
E of the Hebionites, who feign theinſelves to be 
« Chriſtians } even to this day it is a hereſy among 
the Jews throughout all the ſynagogues of the 
C eaſt, He aſks what it refers to, according to this 
| rendering: to which he anſwers, the Ebionites, that 
is, the Ebionites is / This may be witty, and may be 
concluſive, with perſons who put up with empty ſound : 
but . does not refer to the Ebionites, but to the opinion 
| of Cerinthus and Ebion : which opinion is, he ſays, 
even to this very day, a hereſy throughout all the 
ſynagogues of the Jews in the eaſt, Mr. Badcock 
tranflates 7 there i is which is abſurd ; for in this 
caſe the name of the hereties i is not given; but their 
nickname : and Auguſtine, in alluding to this paſ- 
fage of Jerome, ſays, If this be ſo, we are not I 
gliding,” &c. where he makes it plainly refer to the i- 
nion of the Ebionites. See the original, former para- 
graph, in which he alfo only notices. the Nazarenes by 
their nick an if they were not followers of Ebion. 
I am now inclined to give his commentary or expli- 15 


cation 
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cation of Jerome; becauſe, I apprehend, that were it 
well fontnded, he would not have reſorted to the very 
lame proof juſt cited from Auguſtine, According to 


Mr. Badcock, Jerome writes to this purpoſe : W 


© Auguſtine, it be true, as you aſſert, that it is law 


ful for Jews, when converted to the Chriſtian re- 
« ligion, to maintain a connection with the rituals 


* of the Moſaic law, then it follows, by neceſſary. 


6 * conſequence, from your poſition, that the ancient 


9 church fell into an error in excommunicating Ce- 


© rinthus and Ebion, ſolely on account of their at- 


« tachment to theſe abrogated and uſeleſs Ceremonies. 


« But why ſhould I ſpeak of the Ebionites—a people 
ſo very corrupt in faith as they are univerſally al- 
« lowed by the Chriſtian church to have been from 
the very beginning ? For I foreſee an objection to 


my producing ſuch examples to enforce my argu- 


ment againſt your conceſſion. I foreſee, that you 


are prepared to ſay “ Hebion / and his followers P 
0 Why, they were not excommunicated on account 


of their adherence to che old law, but on account 


« of the hereſy of their principles reſpecting the na- 


ture and perſon of Jeſus Chriſt; for though they 
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© actnowledged Chriſt to be the Miſtab, yet, after all 
© by denying his attributes as the Son of God, 
© and begotten by the Holy Ghoſt on the Virgin 


Mary, their profeſſion of Chriſtianity was but a mere 
RN pretence, a piece of hypocritical fi mulation. zo will 


7M grant all this, for argument ſake, and therefore wave 


£28 any advantage from ſuch examples. I will not pro- 


© duce the Ebionites as vouchers, but lodge my appeal 
c with an authority mote pertinent and decifive; and i in 
in every view freed from the objection which you would, 


. in all probability, urge againſt the inſtance U have 


© before. produced. I will appeal to the Nazarenes, 


c whoſe faith is not liable to thoſe charges of heretical 

C pravity which lie againſt the Ebionites I ſay the Na- 
© zarenes, who, although they believe that Chriſt was 
© THE SON OF GOD, and that he was born of 
c the Virgin Mary; though, in ſhort, they believe in 
© the SAME CHRIST hat we do, and as we do; yet 
© notwithſtanding this orthodoxy of faith, and agree- 


ment with us in all thoſe points of doctrine that are 


a) 


© deemed eſſential to the creed of the Catholic Church 
yet, notwithſtanding all, they are, and have been, 
© looked upon more in the light of Jews than Chriſ- 


tians. 
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c tians. And why? Not, as I have ſaid, on account 
© of their faith, but their practice; not becauſe they 
c did not believe as Chriſtians, but becauſe they acted 
c like Jews. It is this latter circumſtance, and this 
alone, that creates the diſtinction: drop this, and 
0 they are as we ourſelves be. T herefore, the obvious 
c concluſion from this inſtance i is, 5 that the moſt or- 
<6: thodox faith will | not entitle a man to the privileges of 
þ the goſpel, if he remains under the bondage of the law? 
„This! is, we think, the ſcope and intent of Jerome 8 
£ argument. Taken i in any other light, particularly | 
Dr. Prieſtley's, there is no ſenſe, no conſiſtency, _ 
argument in it,” oY 
Since I tranſcribed the above ** from Mr. 
Badcock, I have examined, and carefully peruſed, the 
letters which paſſed between Jerome and Auguſtine, 
alluded to by him : and though 1 had no doubt be- 
fore the peruſal, that Jerame's letter to Auguſtine, 
: with regard to its object, was miſrepreſented by Mr. 
Badcock, yet 1 acknowledge, that 1 had no idea of 
its having been ſo very much ſo as 1 found it was. 


The reaſon why I was confident it was miſre- 
preſented, was, that if the Ebionites and Nazarenes 
*Dd2 - 5 War© 


TJ 
were Io perfeltlh contra-diftinguiſhed by Jerome, as Mr. 
Badcock here repreſents them to have been, I could 
not conceive how Biſhop Horſley could have miſſed 
_ appealing to this letter to prove a diſtin&ion between 
the Ebionites and Nazarenes, inſtead of recurring to 
preſumptions, which prove nothing: and the more 
fo, as the learned Biſhop values himſelf upon his 
| watchfulneſs, To enable the reader to form a com- 5 
plete idea upon the point in queſtion, it is neceſſary 
that I ſhould fairly lay before him the origin and pro- 
greſs of a controverſy between theſe two orthodox 
Fathers of the church: and as it will tend to elucidate 
the already- cited, and ſo-much- diſputed, paſſage of 
Jerome, I acknowledge, that I have the fewer ſeru- 
ples in ſo doing, even though it ſhould be attended 
with ſome degree of tediouſneſs. | 
Jerome, in his com mentaryupon the following verſes | 
of the Epiſtle of Paul to the Galatians, ch. ii. v. 17, 12, : 
13, 14. But when Peter was come to Antioch, IL with- 
4 ſtood him to the face, becauſe he was to be blamed. 


cc For before that certain came from James, he did 


« eat with the Gentiles: but when they were come, 
ce he withdrew, and ſeparated himſelf, fearing them 


6 which 
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ct which were of the circumciſion. And the other 
« Jews difſembled likewiſe with him; inſomuch that 
« Barnabas alſo was carried away by their diſſimula- 

2 tion. But when I ſaw that they walked not up- 
< rightly, according to the truth of the goſpel, I 

* ſaid unto Peter before [them] all, if thou, being 


« a Jew, liveſt after the manner of the Gentiles, 8 


c and not as do the Jews, why compelleſt thou the 
« Gentiles to live as do the Jews?” writes to this 
effect: That as it was impoſſible that Peter, who 

had the viſion of the veſſel, which deſcended like a 


great ſheet from heaven, containing all ſorts of ani- 


mals, to ſhow to him that in future nothing which 
God created was unclean, either with regard to liv- 
ing creatures for the food of man, or nations to have 
converſe with, could be ignorant of the goſpel diſ- 
penſation which annihilated the Jewiſh dittinctions 
in both theſe reſpects, Jerome, I ſay, ſuppoſes, in re- 
gard of what Paul ſays, that Peter walked not up- 
© rightly according to the truth of the goſpel, as being 5 


8 | incredible, that it could not literally be true, and there- 


fore, that, in this inſtance, Paul 4 iſpenſed with truth, 8 


He alſo ſuppoſes, that it was a ſcheme deviſed between 
8 2 Paul 


x 
Paul and Peter *, to get rid of the trouble, whoh the 
Jewiſh believers in Jeſus gave them, who were perpetu- 
ally infiſting upon the neceſſity of impoſing the ceremo- 
nial law of Moſes upon the Gentile Chriſtians, and even 
compelled the Apoſtles themſelves, from fear, to to con- 
tinue its practice, though ſinful; but which, in the pre- 
bent circumſtances of the church, they were permitted 


by the Deity to conform to, without incurring guilt, 
For by Peter's ſubmitting, who was the chief of the 
Apoſtles, to be rebuked by Paul an this account 
{for his diſcountenancing the Gentiles, who adopt- 
ed not the Jewiſh ceremonial law, by abſenting him- 
Tu from their tables, thereby looking upon them as 
unclean), and thereby acknowledging himſelf to 
tbe wrong—his ſubmitting, 1 ſay, to Paul's s rebuke 
for ſo doing, would be a concluſive argument 
againſt the other Jewiſh believers inſiſting upon 
the necellity-- .of the Jewiſh ceremonial law being 
impoſed upon the Gentile converts; for Peter, 
who was the chief of the Apoſtles, acknow- . 
ledging it to be contrary to the intent of the 
goſpel of Chriſt, no other Jewiſh believer could 
be ſuppoſed, after his acknowledgment and ſub- 
e holy Father compares them to barriſters, who, to deceive their | 


clients, pretend to be angry with, and to abuſe cach other, ; 
e miſſion, 


L 7 1. 


miſſion, to be well grounded in inſiſting upon it. 


Auguſtine, however, in his letters to Jerome, ob- 
ſerves, that if it is once admitted, that the Apoſtles 


lied upon any account, that the apoſtolical writings 


would from thenceforward ceaſe to be a foundation 
to argue from; 3 for whoever i in them would find, he by 
ſays, any thing contrary to what he thought to . 
5 be richt, or to his paſſions, had nothing more to 
do than to aſſert, that the Apoſtle therein ſpoke 
not acrording to truth, but to ſerve a purpoſe ; 8 and thus, 
if it be admitted that the Apoſtles once lied, or expreſ- 
| ſed themſelyes contrary to fact, to ſerve a purpoſe, 


there was an end to the New Teſtament : : which, 
he ſays, would be even worſe than what the Mani- 
chees affirm ; namely, that the books of the New Teſ- 


A tament were all ſpurious writings, written by unknown 8 | 
perſons, to which, however, the names of thoſe per- 
ſons were prefixed, who were ſuppoſed to have been 
the followers of Jeſus; but who never had the auda- 

Ke city to affirm, that the Apoſtles Tied. He there- £ 
; fore inſiſts upon it, that Paul wrote the truth, that 


0 Peter walked not uprightly according to the truth of 


& the goſpel.” And to obviate an objection of Jerome, 


5 | that it would be the height of impertinence in Paul 


to 
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to blame i in Rade what he himſelf frequently tranf- 


greſſed in, namely, the complying with the Jewiſh 


ordinances, Auguſtine preſumes, that the Jewiſh 

ordinances were | permitted to be praCtiſed by the 

Fews for ſome indefinite time after the preaching of 
> the goſpel; and that therefore Paul did not tranſgrefs 
the evangelical rule by practiſing the ceremonial law, 
for as yet it had not been proſeribed; though its uſe- 


leſſneſs had been frequently inſiſted upon, and declar- 


ed by himſelf. To this Jerome replies, that if Au- 


guſtine's opinion, reſpecting the lawfulnefs of prac- 

tifing the Jewiſh ceremonial law after | the preaching 
of the goſpel, be well-founded, that then the Fathers 

of the church, Who excommunicated Cerinthus and 
Ebion, were wrong, for that this alone. was their 
crime, the mixing the ceremonial | law with Chrif- 
tianity.. This proves, beyond a doubt, what was 
the error of the Cerinthians and. Ebionites i in the opt- 
nion of Jerome, and that they did not attempt to 


enforce the ceremonial law of the Jews upon Gentile 


us believe; for the opinion here imputed to the Ebion- 


tine 


— 


converts, as the learned Biſhop would gladly make 


ites and Cerinthians, was the ſame as Jerome, inaſ- 


much as he well could, was indirectly imputing ta TIP: 
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tine. This alſo proves, that it was for their mxing the 


_ Jewiſh rituals with Chriſtianity, they were excom- 


municated, and not for the Fudaic ſuperſtition, as the 


learned Biſhop would make us believe, by a very G oy 
and, I may ſay, abſurd expoſition of the paſſage cited, 
Tracts, p. 189. Auguſtine, howerer, inſtead of de- 


nying that his opinion was that of the Ebionites, 


ſeems 1 to acknowledge it, by faying, that if Jerome' 8 
opinion Was richt, that upon the. preaching of the 
goſpel, the Jewiſh. ritual law was inflantly abro- 
gated, and that the practiſing of it was ful; and 


yet that the Apoſtles fraudulently and diſſembling- 


17 practiſed it: That their ſo doing was far more | 


ſinful than chat of the Ebionites, who, openly 
and without Fraud, practiſed it (as thinking 
there was no ſin in ſo doing), by ſuperadding 


diſſimulation to their tranſgreſſion. However, theſe 


two holy and charitable chiefs of Orthodoxy agree 


in affirming, that thoſe Jewiſh. or Gentile con- 
verts in Jeſus, who. then practiſed the Jewiſh rituals, 
went to the loweſt pit of hell “. This 1 affirm to be 


# 


Et quicunque eas obſervaverit, five ex Judzis five ex Cemibus, eum 
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the ſubſtance of what theſe learned Fathers have af- 


ſerted, inaſmuch as the Ebionites are concerned. I 


alſo affirm, that the term Nazarenes is only mentioned 
in the paſſage already cited, p. 192, and alſo referred to: 


though I am confident that no one who read Mr. 


a Badcock's Scope and Intent of Jerome's letter, who 
had not confulted the. original, but muſt have con- 


cluded, that the Ebionites and Nazarenes were parti- 


cularly contra-diflinguiſhed elſewhere in that letter; 3 
or muſt have concluded, that Mr. Badcock was 2 


" groſs miſrepreſenter of facts, which I affirm to be the 


| truth. Sincerely ſotry am ], that this very ingenious 


gentleman, for he truly appears to me to have been 


uch, no longer exiſts to defend himſelf from this 


charge; but his memoirs, and ſome original letters 


reſpecting this controverſy, having been lately laid 


before the public, in that truly reſpectable miſcellany 
the Gentleman? $ Magazine, the gentleman who ſup- 


- plied thoſe materials, muſt certainly be capable of Jaw: . 


fending his departed friend, which will require no 


; nbarathum diaboli devolutum Jerome. Ed. Par, 1546. tom. 2. fo. iii, D. 


Quicunque eas obſervaverit, five ex Judzis five ex Gentibus, non ſolum 


veraciter, verum etiam ſimulate, eura in barathum diaboli devolutum. Au- 
guſtine ib. fo. 118. . e TS FT. Lene wa 
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great Kill, It will be moſt effectually home by giving a : ; 
tranſlation of Jerome's letter, accompanied with the 1 9 
original, or even that part of it which relates to the [| 
point in queſtion, Howeyer, be this as it mays OB | | | 
Biſhop Horſley has only cited the above paſſage | 
from Jerome 8 letter, to make good his hypotheſis, | | 
that, according to Jerome, the Ebionites and Na- | | 


 zarenes were diſtinct ſects; which, 1. apprehend, 
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will be deemed prima facie evidence in ny favour, 0 


2 chat in this letter there is not a more conclufrve paſſage 


r 


for eſtabliſhing this notion. 
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Not having examined Jerome when 1 Made the ob- 
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ſervations, which I have done upon the Biſhop of St. 
David's Tracts, I paid but little attention to what his 
Lordſhip had ſaid to make good his poſition, that the 


Nazarenes and Ebionites were di Herent ſects; 3 1 


cauſe, as founded upon a preſumption, which, though | 


— 


„ 


metamorphoſed into a proof in three lines after, 
See Tracts, p. 492, I thought it could not impoſe 


even upon the moſt careleſs reader : but having fince 


»<;— 10 
F Wn. a A 


examined Jerome, I have no objection to lay before 


the reader the entire paſſage (accompanied with 4 


cloſe tranſlation) of Jerome, upon which this fancy 


 FEe2 is 


tenebris, vidit lucem|The people, who walked in 


magnam habitantibus in 


[ 


212 ] 


is grounded : and by thus doing, I ſhall put it in the 


power of every reader of common ſenſe to form as 


true judgment upon this queſtion, and perhaps a. juſter 


one, as unſhackled with prejudices, as the moſt 


learned. | The paſſage relates to the two firſt verſes of 
the gth chapter of Iſaiah, which, Jerome obſerves, dif- 


fer i in the Hebrew and Samaritan copies; and, as a fair 5 


writer ſhould do, he lays tranſlations of both paſſages 


Iſaiah ix. Hebrew. 


Primo tempore alle 


viata eſt terra Zabulon, : 
et terra Neptalim, & no- 
viſſimo aggravata eſt via 
maris trans Jordanem 
Galilææ gentium. Po- 


pulus qui ambulabat in 


reglone umbræ mortis, On them that dwell in the 


jux orta eſt eis, &c. 


Sept. 


before the reader, for him to determine which was 


to be preferred; which good practice I mall follo wc. 


Ilaiah ix. Hebrew. 
At the firſt the land of 
Nele, and the land of 
-|Naphtali, were lightly afflict- 
ed, and afterwards were more 
|grievoully afficted by the 
way of the ſea | beyond Jor- 


dan Galilee of the Gentiles. 


darkneſs, ſaw a great light : 


and of the ſhadow of death 


[the light hath ſhined. 


Septuagint. 
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Hoe primum bibe, ve-| Firſt drink this, do it 


lociter fac regio Zabu- quickly, O ye land of Zabu  ' IWF 


lon, terra Neptalim : et[lon, and ye land of Nepta- all | 


reliqui qui juxta maris|li, and ye others who bor- | ' MY 


eſtis trans Jordanem Ga- der upon the ſea beyond _ 


lilææ gentium. Populus Jordan Galilee of the Gen- 


qui ambulabat in tene- tiles. The people, who 

bris vidit lucem mag-|walked in darkneſs, ſaw a 

nam: quihabiratis in re- great light. Upon you who 

gione, et umbra mortis, dwell in the land and ſhadow 

lux orietur vobis. [of death the light hath i} 

me ne 
Duplicem poſuimus We have put down both [| 
zditionem, quia vulga-|* texts, becauſe the teſtimo- ; 

tum eſt teſtimonium, et]* ny is publiſhed, and men- 

| uſurpatum ab Evange- tioned by Matthew the il 

liſta Mathzo : ut vel di- Evangeliſt : as alſo that the 1 


verſitas interpretationis, 


diſagreement, or the agree- 


© ment of the interpretation, 


3 K — — 


vel ſimilitudo noſcatur. 
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Ac primum notandum, |* may be known. And firſt 
quod teſtimonium hoc“ it is to be remarked, that 


| Evangeliſta Mathzus F Mathew hath cited this teſ- 


T4: 
non „„ = 4 


um, 


non juxta 70 fed juxta 
Hebrxos poſuerit. Di- 


cit enim ſermo eyangeli-[* 


eus; audiens autem Je- 
ſus qnod Joannes eſſet 
_ Faditys, ſereſſit in Ga- 
. lilxam: et qerelinquens 


244 1 
c timony, not according to 
the 70, , according to 


Evangeliſt ſays, Now Je- 
< ſus, When he hag heard 
<< that > | ohn was caſt into 


e priſon, departed, into Ga- 


1 Nazareth;venitethabita-J+ 1 lilee, And leaving Na- 


vit in Capharnaum; que]' 
eſt juxta mare in finibus 


355 zareth, he came and dwelt 


e in Capernaum, which is 


Zabulon et Neptalim: pt 


< upon the ſea, coaſt, in the 


impleretur quod dictumſ ec border of Zabulon and 


eſt per Eſaiam prophe- et Nepthalim: That it might 


tam dicentem : 
Zabulon, terra Nepta · 
via maris, trans 
Jordanem Galilze Gen- 


terra 


Ly be fulfilled what was ſpok- 
„en by Eſaias the prophet, 


| 5 ſaying, The land of Zabu- 
E lon, and the land of Neph- | 


tium: populus qui ſe- 
debat in tenebris, vi- 

dit lucem magnam, ſe-|* 
dentibns in regione um- 
br mortis, lux orta eft 


eis; ex eo tempore c- 


pit 


6 chalim, by the way of the = 


es ſea beyond Jordan Galilee 


be ple, who fat in darkneſs, | 
( ſaw a great light : and to 


2 them that ſat in the re- 


66 gion 


« of the Gentiles: The peo- 


1 as } | 
pit Jeſus priedicare &;* gion and ſhadow of death; 
dicere: appropinquabir, light is ſprurig up. From 
regnum cœlorum. Et oe that time Jefus began e 
annes Evangeliſta weben, preach, and fo fay,Repent, 

quod Jeſus eum diſcipu- e for the kingdom of heaven 


lis ſuis in ChanaGalilez ce ig at hand. And John the 


invitatus in nuptias, pri- * Evangeliſt relates, that je⸗ 


mum ibi ſignum fecerit, ec ſas, witl/kis diſciples, be⸗ 


aquas in vinum convert- 0e ing invited to a marriage 

endo : hoe fepit princi- 6s feaſt itt Cana of Galilee, 
pinin ſignorum Jeſus in 5 performed there tlie firſt 

ChansGalilææ: et mani- 5 miracle, by changing the 


feſtavit gloriam ſuam: et cc water into wine. © This 
crediderunt in eum diſci- ee beginning of miracles did 


puli ejus. Unde et in ce Jeſus in Cana of Galilee, 
anifeſted” forth his 

bibe, velociter fac: quia] 46 glory: and his Aiſciptes 

terra Zabulon & terraſes believed on him,” Where- | 

- Noptalim prima Chriſtiſcas it is faid in the! 0: 
vedere miracula: ut pri- Drink this firſt, de it 


70 dioitur: — and n 


a mabiberet fidei potioniems e quickly : : becauſe the land 
quæ prima viderat de- e of Zabulon and the land 


minum ſigna facientem. © of Neptualin: ſaw the firſt 


Et | | : c miracles 
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. catorum: quia in regio- 
nibus duarum tribuum 
primum Salvator evan- 

gelium predicavit. Un- 
de et in ſexageſimo fep- 
timo Pſalmo dicitur: 
| Benedicite Dominum de 
fontibus Iſrael. Ibi Ben 
jamin adoleſcentior, Pau- 
: lus apoſtolus, in mentis 


exceſſu. Qui et alibi lo- 


cedimus Deo: Principeg 


> vieuli, de quibus duces 


juxta Symmachum velo- 


L 


Et juxta Hebraicum: 


primo tempore relevata 


eſſe dicitur onere pec- 


quebatur, ſive mente ex- j 


Zabulon, principes Nep- 


. | 8 
talim duces eorum: quia 


in his tribubus fuerunt 


noſtri apoſtoli credide- 


runt, Et crediderunt 
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y "EO of Chriſt: tas it 
< firſt drank a draught of the 
« faith, which ſaw the Lord 
performing the firſt mira- 
cles and, according to 
the Hebrew, it is ſaid to 
c have been the firſt relieved 
6 from the burthen of its ini- 

[© quities : becauſe that in the 


© country of the two tribes 


the Saviour firſt preached 


0 the Goſpel. Whereas in, 
* 67th Pſalm [68th, accord- 
7 ing to our arrangement), 
it is ſaid, Bleſs the Lord 
from the fountains of Iſ- 
©rael: there the younger Ben- 

jamin, the Apoſtle Paul, in 
* exceſſes of mind, who alſo 


c elſewhere ſaid, For, whe- 


* ther 8 Wwe ; be | beſide our 


« ſelves, it is to God. 


citer 


eiter, ut audientes : ve- 
nite et faciam vos piſ- 


catores hominum : ſta- 


tim et patrem relique-| 
rent et naviculam. No- 
viſſimo autem tempore 
aggravata eſt fides eorum, 
plurimis Judzorum in 
- erroribus permanentibus, | 
Mare autem hic lacum 
ap pellat Geneſaret, qui 
n influente effici-| 


tur: in cujus littore 


Gaia et Tibe- 


rias et Bethſaida, et Cho- 
rozaim ſitæ ſunt: in 
qua, vel maxime, regione| 

: dominus commoratus eſt: 
ita ut populus, qui vel 
; ſedebat vel ambulabat i in| 
tenebris, lucem videret: a 
nequaquam parvam, ut 


aliorum prophetarum :| 


og 
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| © the Princes of Zabulon, 
© the Prince of Neptalim 
6 [were] their chiefs becauſe 


C the villages were in thoſe 


© tribes, out of which our 


© chiefs, the Apoſtles, be- 
© lieved. And according to 
„Symmachus, they quickly 


$ believed, as, when they 


* father and boat. But af» 


more grievouſly afflited, 


the greateſt [number] con- 


* tinuing in the errors of the 
c Jews. But here he calls a 
c ſea the- Lake of W . 
„ reth, which is formed by 


the influx of the Jordan, 
c on the ſhore of which Ca- 


| pernaum, and Tiberias, and 
9 F f. « Bethſaida, 


f heard, Come, and I will 
© make you fiſhers of men: 


immediately they left their 


© terwards their faith. was 


— — — —— oo ein IS et ns, Int rs nee 
4 _ 
- r - * 


— 
—ͤ—— ͤ V!— — 


— 
—— —— . ͤ— 4́4ÿ40t8 — 


— ] ⁰— , 9 
© = OO — — 3 — — 


* — . — 
* 5 E A = ry 
” - . 2 2 1. __ — — * — 
ty EIS. _ K * 2 . as — * 
cy 4 8 , - "= we 40 - 4 X. 
CEC ˙öA— ²˙ —ñ— ea at EE 2 aſt of » . * * _ 4 — — — — — neſs? 
£ * 


pretati ſunt: Thinas au- 
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in Eyangelio lequitur.: 


“ Bethfaida, and Chorozaim; 


are ſituated: in which 


Ego ſum lux mundi. |* country he even chiefly ro- 


gione umbre mortis, | 


lux ofta eſt eis. Inter 
mortem, ut umbram mor- 
tis, hoc eſſe puto: quod 


wors eorum eſt, qui cum 


. operibus mortis ad inte- 
5 ros perrexerunt: anlma 


enim quæ peccaverit, 


ipfa morietur, | Umbra| 
autem mortis eorum eſt, 


qui cum peccent, nec 
dum de vita iſta egreſſi 
fant, Poſſint enim ſii 
8 voluerint agere | peeni- 
tentiam. Pro Galilza 


OWL 
Sentium: Aquila, Thinas 
'  Gentium 3 Symmachus, 


terminos Gentium inter- 


* 


to be this, that it is the 


* 

” 

* 1 N 
tem | 


Et qui habitabant in re- F ſided : fo that the people 


© who either fat or walked in 
[+ darkneſs ſaw the light : by 
6 no means the ſmall [light 
© like [that]of the other pro- 

« phets: but a great [light], 
like that which is ſpoken 

| of in the goſpel : Lam the 
0 Light of the World: And 
on them who dwell in the 
* land of the ſhadow of 
* death, the light hath ſhin- 
* ed. Between death and the 
© ſhadow of death, I imagine 


death of them who with 
© the works of death will ge 


to hell, «for the foul. 


« which hath ſinned, it ſhall 
ec die.“ h But the ſhadew of 
Hy 1 death 


L 


tem tumulos intelligimus 


arenarum t qui vel in Lit- 
totibus, vel in ripis ſunt. 
Hebræi credentes in 
Chriſtum, hune locum ita 
elliſſtrunt: primo tempore 
bo dus tribus Zabulon et 
Neptalim ab Afyriis| 
eaptæ, et ductz in hoſ- 
illem terram: et Galilæa 


deſerta eſt, quam nunc 
propheta dicit alleviatam 
eſſe: eo quod peccata 
populi ſuſtineret. Poſtea 
autem non ſolum duæ 
tribus, ſed et reliquæ quæ 
habitabant trans Jorda- 
nem et in Samaria, duc- 
tæ ſunt in captivitatem. 
Et hoc, in quiunt, ſcrip- 
i tura 1 dicit: A quod 
regio cujus populus 

. ductus eſt in 


l ee 
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* deqth are they, who, though, 


« departed from this. life: 
L for they may, if they have 


„Galilee of the Gentiles, 
Aquila underſtood Things of 
« the Gentiles; Symmachus, 


0 the borders of the Gentiles z I 
« for Thinas means heaps of 


banks. The Hebrews be- 
„lieving in Chriſt learned 


tribes of Zabulon and Ne- 


c phalim were taken captive 


«by the Aﬀyrians, and Jed 
| into a foreign land, and Ga- : 
lee was forſaken ; which 


© the prophet ſays was now 


« lightly afflicted; becauſe 
*PFfa -. © that 


© they ſin, have not as Jet 


* 
—— — —— —äů— — —-¼ — fl 
A - td Fo. — 
. 


* ſand, which are either upon 
the ſhores, or upon the 


this paſſage in this man- 
ner: At the firſt the two 
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dicatione illius coruſ- 
cante: prima terra Za- 


; | bulon et terra Neptalim 


F- 


captivitatem, et Ba- 
byloniis ſervire cæpit: 
et quæ prius in tene- 
wh. - bris verſabatur erroris 
ipſa primum lucem præ- 
dicantis viderit Chriſti, 
et ex ea in univerſas gen- 
tes ſit evangelium ſemi- 


natum. Nazaræi, quo- 


poſui, hunc locum ita 
explanare conantur e ad- 


veniente Chriſto et præ- 


Seribarum et Phariſzo- 
rum eſt erroribus libera- 
ta: 3 et graviſhmum radi 
tionum Judaicarum j ju- 
gum excuſſit de cervi- 


cibus ſuis. Poſtea au- 


8 
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© that it upheld the trans- 
. grefions of the people. 
« But afterwards not only 
0 the two tribes; but the re- 
* mainder which inhabited 
beyond the Jordan, and in 
© Samaria, were led into capti- : 
© vity, and began to ſerve the | 
0 Babylonians: and that ve- 


rum opinionem ſupraſ* ry [land] which firſt was 


c converſant in the darkneſs 
© of error, firſt ſaw the light 
of Chrift preaching : and | 
from it the goſpel was ſown 
among all nations. The 

« Nazarenes, whoſe opinions 
s we have placed above, en- 
* deavour thus to explain this 
0 paſſage: By the coming of 
« Chriſt, and his preaching. 
c ſhining forth; the land of 
© Zabulon, and the land of 


tem per evangelium A- 


poſtoli 


| C Neptalim, were firſt libe- 


6 rated 


3 
poſtoli Pauli, qui noviſ- 
fimus apoſtolorum om- 
nium Wit; ingravata eſt, 
id eſt, multiplicata præ- 


dicatio: et in terminos Gen- 


tium, et viam univerſi 


. maris | Chriſti evangeli- i 


um ſplenduit. Denique 


omnis orbis, qui andy 


ambulabat vel ſedebat 


in tenebris, et idolatriz 


ac mortis vinculis tene- 


batur, clarum evangelii 


| 


3 | * ſea®, 


/ 


lumen aſpexit, 


) 


rated from the errors 
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of 


[6 Scribes and Phariſees, and 


0 * ſhook off from their necks 
the heay ieſt yoke. of the 
Jewiſh traditions. But nf 


| 


A a 


* . 


terwards, by the goſpel of 


the Apoſtle Paul, who' was 
the laſt called of all the 
Apoſtles, the preaching en- 


creaſed, that is, was mul - 


tiplied even in the borders, + 5 


of the Gentiles, and the 
goſpel of Chriſt ſhone by 


F inally, the clear 


. licht of the goſpel ſhone 


| | © which before walked, 


« upon the whole world, 
or ſat 


6 in darkneſs, and was held 


| © in the chains of darkneſs and 


His Lordſhip obſerves, 
poſitions of the original 


. death. 


& 
that there are tw6 ex- 
of Laiah here given by Je- 


rome, one by the [Hebrew] Bulievers in Chri ft and 


+ Symmachus. 


1 the 
* Aquila, . 


the way of the univerſal 9 
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the other by. the Nazarenes 3 and that as the expoſi- 


tions differ ſo widely from one another; and as the 


perſons, to whom they are aſeribed, differ alſo in name, 
his Lordſhip concludes, that the ſes muſt have 


been different. 1 truſt this is a fair ſtatement of his 


Lordſhip's argument: ſee, however, his 6th Diſquiſi- 
tion. I admit that there are two expolitions here given: 


the firſt, that which was generally received by the 
Hebrews believing in Chriſt, and, as ſuch, theſe He- 
brew believers in Chriſt are ſaid to have learned the 


firſt expoſition; and not as his Lordſhip inſinuates, 
that they thus expounded it; for the word ediſco, is to 
learn, to learn thoroughly, to learn by heart; and 


therefore, inſtead of having expounded it themſelves, 


they were only taught this explanation, as that ge- 


nerally received among the Jewiſh believers. His 


Lordſhip alſo ſuppoſes, that the Nazarenes men- 


| tioned towards the concluſion. of this . paſſage, were 8 


the ſame Nazarenes, whoſe opinions u pon two other 


f points Jerome had given in the preceding chapter. 


5 There would be, no doubt, ode: grounds for his ſup- 


poſition, were they not the very ſame opinions of Aquila 


and Symmachus, which are ſet forth in the latter 


explanation : 3 


TY mT 
explanation 206 * the borders of the r was ; the 
c manner in which Symmachus underſtood Galilee of 


| © the Gmtiles? and *the Thinas, or heaps of ſand of 
« Aquila 7 is in my apprehenſion, equivalent to the 
7 b the way of the univerſal ſea. If I am well ground- 
ed in thus underſtanding the latter expoſition, it will 
prove; firſt, that this latter expoſition was only a par- 
ticular one of Aquila or Symmachus, juſt as Biſhop 
Horſley might happen to think differently from 
other orthodox Trinitarians about ſome diſputed paſ- 
ſage: For inftance, the ſo-m 1 diſputed paſſage cons 
|  eerning the heavenly witneſſes in John's Firſt Epiſ- 8 
tle; yet it followed not, that it was a general 


TDriniiearian ſentiment; but only a particular one 
of his Lordſhip 8. It will 2dly prove, chat Aqui» 


u and Symmachus, who are acknowledged to have 


been Ebjonites, were alſo Nazarenes, and conſe · 
quently, that the N azarenes and Ebionites are prove | 
| ed to have been the ſam ſe& from the very paſſage 
5 adduced "oY his en, to prove * were dif- 
e Locdſhip a alſo. vbſerves, p. 354,5 that Hilrait eres 
dentes i in . or © Hebrews believing in Chriſt? 


F bein 2 | 


ER L 224 J 
being ſimply mentioned by Jerome without any thing 

to diſtinguiſh their belief from the common belief of 

the church; J without any notes of its error or imper- 
| tection, | is a plain character of orthodoxy. This poſition 


is very ſingular. The queſtion, however, is, whe- 
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cher it be well founded. The following pallage from 

Auguſtine, in his letter to Jerome, will determine 

this point. He thus writes: * We have four men 

« which have a vow. on them ; them take and pu- 

6 rify thyſelf with them, and be at charges with 
ce them, that they may ſhave their heads; and 5 
« all may know, that theſe things, whereof they ; 
cc are informed concerning thee, are nothing, but 

cc that thou thyſelf walkeſt orderly, and keepeſt the 1 

« law. As touching the Gentiles which believe, we 

cc have written and concluded, that they obſerve 
« no ſuch things, fave only that they keep them 
6 ſelves from things offered to idols, and from blood, 
| Nor do I think it obſcure, | 
= , that James adviſed this; for this reaſon : that thoſe 
4 of the Fews who believed in Chriſt ſhould know that 
e theſe things were falſe which they heard concerning 


46 and from: fornication. | 


55455 4 wy we 
” 


é him: neyertheleſs, the zealots of the law, leſt that 
1 A thoſe 


9 


© "ay p . 1 — — — — 
5 x * 2 * - > : = . 
* Z ee _— E * ” 
3 es * 1 —Bůů ů 2 - 
* 7 n 
. rr - — wn — 


L = 

ce thoſo things, which were written by the command of 
God: and which were delivered to their fathers by 
« Moſes, ſhould be ſuppoſed to be condemned as facrile- 
| « gious, by means of the doctrine of Chriſt, had report- 


«ed this of Paul : not they who undetſtood with what 
« view theſe things ought now to be obſerved by the 
46 faithful Jews ; to wit, in order that the divine aulbo- | 
.« rity and prophetic ſauclity of their ſacrametits might 
« be recommended; not to obtain ſalvation, which was 


. now revealed i in Chtiſt, and adminiſtered by the ſa- 


0 N crament of Baptiſm : but they rumoured this of 


- ®-Sunt nobis viri quatuor; votum habentes fuper * his allunptis 
ſanctiſiea te cum ipſis, et impende in eos ut radant capita: et ſciant 
omnes quia que de te audierunt falſa ſunt, ſed ſequeris et ipſe cuſtodiens 


legem: de gentibus autem qui crediderunt nos mandavimus, judicantes 
nihil ejuſmodi ſervare illos, niſi ut ſe obſervent ab idolis immolato, et 


a ſanguine, et a fornicatione. Non, ut opinor, obſcurum eſt, et Jacobum 


"Wo 


| hoc ideo monuiſſe, ut ſcirent falſa eſſe quæ de Illo audicfant, hi qui cum 


in Chriſtum ex Judeis credidiſſent: tamen æmulatores legis, ne per doc- 


| trinam Chriſti, velut ſacrilega, nec Deo mandante conſcripta damnart os 


putarentur, quæ per Moyſen Patribus fuerant miniſtrata. Hoc enim de 


| Paulo jactaveram: non illi qui intelligebant quo animo a Judas fideli. 
bus obſervari tunc iſta deberent 4 Propter commendandam ſcilicet autori- | 


tatem divinam, et ſacramentorum iNorum propheticam ſanctitatem: non 


; | propter adipiſcendam ſalatem, quæ jam in Chriſto revelabatur, et per N 
baptiſma ſacramentum miniſtrabatur. Sed illi hot de Paulo ſparſerant, 


qui ſic ea volebant obſervari, tanquam fine his in evangelio ſalus credenti- 
bus eſſe non poſſet. Hieron. Op. vol. ii. P. 354: 
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„ Paul; who would have them to be ſo obſerved 25 

E if the believers in the golpel could not otherwiſe 

+66 obtain ſalvation.” Hence the reader perceives, that 

the Fews who believed in Chr i, whom Biſhop Horſley 

affirms to have been Orthodox Chriſtians of Hebrew 

4 extraction, who laid afide the uſe of the Mo faic law, 

: i 334, were, on the contrary, according to Auguf- 
76 tine, ſo bigotted to it, that they not only practiſed it 
themſelves, but the zealots of them denied ſalvation to 
thoſe who did not do ſo likewiſe, And I apprehend 


— a +» > 
F 0 7 2 1 
- 9 » N 
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5 that Auguſtine, i in the preſent. inſtance, and writing 


; in controverſy may be deemed ſomewhat Better evi- 
5 5 dence in this particular than his Lordſhip: and chat 
if any of che Jews came up to his Lordſhip! s notions 
of orthodoxy, it muſt be the Faithful Jews above no- 


ticed by Auguſtine. And what Jerome thought of 
thoſe believing Fews, whom he ſim ply: mentions, © with- N 
c out any ching to diſtinguiſh their belief from the 
« common belief of the church, appears from his letter 
to Auguſtine, in which he writes, c for whilſt you 


© are afraid of the blaſpheming Porphyry, you are run- 
© ning into the n * Ebiony by determining, with 


af thoſe | 
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0 thoſe of the | Jews who believe that the law is to be 
© obſerved*.” | 
To what can be attributed this n of his 
Lilli in aſſerting a difference between the Na- 
zarenes and Ebionites, when the very paſſages, ad- 
| duced by him for this end, prove the contrary? | 
ſhall not, after the exam ple of the learned Mr. f 
Howes, with regard to Dr. Prieſtley, impute it to a 


4. I putatious talent, for the erroneouſneſs of the notion 


is too obvious to admit of a diſpute. I can only at- 
tribute i it to a  contradictations talent, ene, it may 
names were in N ſos cxntury eee to the "I 
ect, it would be, next to the reaſonableneſs of the 
Ebionite notion, the ſtrongeſt proof—a decif ve proof, 


Dum enim kee hs rephpen blaſphementein i in Hebionis incur- 
ris laqueos, his qui credunt ex Judzis obſervandam legem deceruens. 


+ His Lordſhip admits, p. 98, 99, that if the Hebrew Chriſtians ſie: - 


düsen“ in Jeſus] and the Nazarenes can be proved to have been the 
Jame, and that the Nazarene and Ebionite faith [reſpeRing Jeſus] Was 
the ſame, the argument would be complete for the Unitarian notion of the 
| Proper Humaniſm of Jeſus, As I truſt that I have clearly ſhewn that theſe | 
three appellations were indifferently applied to the Jewiſh believers, 
among whom chere were no differences reſpecting their notions of Jeſus, 


the PR: Me of Jeſus muſt then be IRR * his Lord- 
hip. 


* Gy a N 
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that the Ebionites being indifferently named Naz arenes, 
or Ebionites, retained the genuine doctrines preached 
by the Apoſtles, together with the original nick-name 
given by the Ri _ to the followers of | 
OP” : WI, 
T really intended to have here finiſhed 3 
upon his Lordſhip; but a letter in the Gentleman's 
Magazine for Oct. 1789, apparently from a perſon 
of his Lordſhip 8 ſentiments, reſpecting the meaning 
of the word Idiota, in the paſſage cited from Tertul- 2 
lian in the Pre. Diſq. p. 54, n. 29, induces me to lay 
before the reader my ſentiments ref] FOE that * [ 
think) very obvious queſtion. 

His Lordſhip, i in rendering that paſſage, has tranſ- 
| lated the words idiotæ by idiots, Dr. Prieſtley there- 5 
upon aſks his Lordſhip, <« Pray, Sir, in what lexicon 
« or diftionary, ordinary or extraordinary, did you : 


« find this ſenſe of the term idiote i in Latin, or «wg 


« in Greek 2” To which his men thus anſwers: 5 


Tracts, p. 430. 


* 


41 will now 16 him to certain an never 


5 known, perhaps, i in the academy of Warrington, but 


'< ſuch as a late Greek profeſſor there Dr. Prieſtley], 


© might 


- 
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4 might have occaſionally condeſcended to conſult, 
EF with advantage to himſelf and to his pupils. The 
<Girſt'is that old gloſſary which was found annexed- to 
< ſome copies of St. Cyril, and is publiſhed by Hen- 
cry Stephens, in the appendix to his Greek Theſau- 
6x66, In this gloſſary the word ul, is expounded, 
7 © by o H nene; words which expreſs not the want of 
c education, but dulneſs in the natural faculties.” [vonpoy 
is expounded in Conſtantine's Jexicon by intelligens, 
doctus, ſapiens, mentis compos.] © The 24 is Robert 
2 Stephens's D:i#ionarium Latino-Gallicum, in which 
0 the word Idi ota is rendered ung lourdault,” [a heavy 
oy” qui 1 oft pas tes Plus fins du monde, [who is 
not the ſharpeſt man in the world] * qui ne pas du 
< grand efprit, [no great genius] - idiot. The 3d i is 
| 1 the learned Calepinb's Dictionarium Octolingue, in 
© which the author gives the French words Lourdaut, 
48 ſots ignorant, and the Engliſh words, an idiot, a fool®, * 
0 as entering the Latin id idiota, The 4th is the The- | 


8 + . 

* His Lordſhip n authoriſed by hi learned Calepini for rendering 
Ttiota by the 2 idiot, | fool, for Calepini gave not Engliſh 
fynonimes for the Latin words in his diftionary publiſhed in his life- 
time; fo that the Biſhop" authority for this expalition. | is perimps 
only that of ſome4 ignorant editor, 


This 


_—_ 
« ſarirus of our learned countryman Cooper, in which 
© idiota is thus expounded—one that is not very fine 
© witted; an idiot. If my adverſary demand the au- 
© thority of an ordinary dictionary, I will refer him 
to a very ordinary; dictionary indeed; to a dic- 
tionary in every ſchool-boy's hand. Let him turn 
*to the word idicta in Aitfworth, he will find among 
c its firſt ſenſes, an idiot þ Tv. 
Ibis 1 is his Lordſhip's anſwer, and i in his own words. 
That the common reader may be perfectly maſter of 
the queſtion, I ſhall firſt lay before him what the 
| learned Calepini ſays. upon the words idiota, firſt pre- 
miſing, that my edition (for there are various ones) 
is of Padua, 1772, and entitled Septem Linguarum. 
< Idiota ſeu Idiotes—[Ital.] idiota, ignorante, Ger, 
& ein ſcelechte perſan, Gal. idiot, Hiſp. Idiota, idly 
M4 [Gr. proprie notat hominem privatum, ſeu nullo 
i «© munere publico fungentem; ſed quia qui e vulgo 
« ſunt fere imperiti, indoctique eſſe conſueverunt, 
& accipitur fere a Latinis pro lliterato, indofto, im- 
4 perito, ab diet privatus, proprius, Cic. 7. Ver. 
« Que non modo iſtum hominem ingenioſum atque 
6 intelligentem, verum etiam quemyis noſtrum, quos 


6c its 
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« iſte idiotas a pellat, delectare poſſent. Id. pro Sext. 


3. Rem paternam ab idiotarum divitiis ad philoſo- 


ce phorum regulam perduxit.” Idiota properly de- 
. notes a private man, or a perſon in no public employ- 


ment; but, becauſe the vulgar are accuſtomed. to be ; 


6 generally unſkilful, and unlear ned, the term is gene- 


c rally received by the Latins for an illiterate, unlearn- 


* ed, unſkilful [perſon], $ from wo [which ſignifies] 


© one's own. Cic. againſt Verres, 70 Which things may 7 
« delight” not only «this i ingenious, and intelligent 


& man, but alſo ſome of Us, whom he calls idiotæ. 


Every one can readily perceive, that the idiote in 


this paſſage, were not perſons devoid of underſtand- 


ing, but only of taſte; which, may, with truth, be 


aſſerted of mankind in general: but idiots means 
perſons, who cannot draw concluſions from premifes, 


er that are incapable of arguing, from being devoid 


of common ſenſe: perſons very different from the idi- 


otæ mentioned by Cicero. One would think, how- 


ever, that his Lordſhip, by adducing the terms lbur- 


daut, fot, i ignorant, fool, idiot, would have it underſtood 


that theſe terms were the proper rendering of the Latin 


idiota, If this was his Lordſhip' 8 view, I would not 


; | ſcruple 
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1 'ſeroplet to affirm that he intended to impeſt upon 22 

EZ rant, or heedle eſs readers: : for, as Calepini obſerves, idiota 
| properly" ſignifies a man in a pr iuate capacity; and 1 


rr 
> 


A, bee 
- * 4 * 
2 5 1 Gy, 
"2 N ES on . 
— C r 
* 2 
A * * — * — — 8 


. 2 PEI 
2 
* 
n ** 


will venture to affirm never an ideot, in the legal 
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ſignification of this term in Engliſh, in any Latin 
author, for two centuries after Chriſt. His Lordſhip, 
indeed, acknowledges that he did not uſe it in this 
ſenſe; but 1 can by no means grant to his 
Lordſhip that he is juſtifiable: 3 in expounding his au- 
thor, except with the Hricigſt conformity to the ori- 
 ginal; a liberty which he frequently indulges himſelf 
in; for the expoſition j is generally ſo contrived, as to 
efface in ordinary, readers the impreſſion which the 


original paſſage ſhould naturally produce. 


His Lordſhip ſurely is not to be informed, that 


many perſons of very good common underſtandings 
| are familiarly called idiots, fools, when not quick at 
ll _ comprehending what is laid before them; and only ir in 
| E - = this popular ſenſe can they | be at all ſaid to be com- 
11 5 prehended under the Latin term igiota; but, even in 
| | L this extended ſignification, I apprehend, that his Lord- z 
| i ſhip would find it difficult to produce, an inſtance 
| | of idiota haying been thus uſed, from any Latin author 
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pris to, or eontempbrary with, Tettuſlian, Bit, be 


this as it may, Tertullian's wefds abſolutely exclüde 
his idiotæ from being perſons tb whom bur term 
idiot cun at al apply; for in Engliſh this word es- 


| cludes the power of feaſoning. Not ſo Tertulliat-s 
idiot for they; pot ſoils! ebnetived, that prèach- 


ing 1405 of three Gods, was an infringemetit of this | one 


God and ſos ſorites of tiniverfal nsture, and, per- 
_ bps nad they beet | dequitthtel WIth His Lords 


notion feſpecting the rungen bf that; of which 


nothing in nature can give even à faiht ſliadow of 
its oneneſs, or unity, they might be flupid enough, 6r; 


if his Lordſhip chooſes, ſuch idiots, as to ſtand 6 * 


at fuch 4 non ferrfical notion. 


But rhe true rendering of this balage is as in Pre. 


; Diſq- p. 54. For ſome open people; I would not 


cc call ther iprudent, and perſons tiot employ- 
<« & in che ſervice 6f the chureh, who! are always 


c the majority of believers,” &c. So that impriideftes 


refiees” only 0%. racplices,! and nor at all to iet, as Rix | 
Lordſhip apprebends, Tracts, p. 41. This, I {Bra 
muſt be rrue ſefiſe of the pellege; nor Cal ir Be at alf 
n, till kis Lordmip, or ſome other perſons 

— "0 


„ 

ſhall point out a paſſage in an author prior to Tertul- 
lian, by whom idiotæ is uſed, as deſcriptive of perſons 

of inferior capacity to inprudentes, or in a worſe ſenſe. 

as applied to perſons. | If his Lordſhip's notion was 

well founded, the meaning of the paſſage would 

be this: 60 F or ſome open people, and idiots, I 
1 would not call | them imprudent.” After calling 


people idiots in any ſenſe of the word, there was no 


occaſion, I apprehend, for an apology for calling 

: them imprudent. This ſingle argument is ſufficient * 

ſhew the fallacy of his Lordſhip's notion : however, 
E may add, that the words ne dixerim imprudentes, or, 
would not call them imprudent, is obviouſly a 
parentheſis: : they may be entirely taken away, with- 

© out at all injuring the ſenſe. F © ſhall therefore 
affirra, that for any writer (eſpecially a perſon of 
his Lordſhip s abilities and information) to. con- 

| tend for idiot being a true rendering of idiotæ in this 


= paſſage of Tertullian, diſplays a hardineſs of ©  aſſu- 


rance unparalleled, I apprehend, in the annals of con- 
8 troverſy. Should any anſwer, or defence of his Lord- 


thip's rendering, be offered to the public, the unlearn- 


ed are requeſted to be upon their guard againſt did, 
H 0 
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Fool, or ſuch like inaccurate ſynonimes being obtruded on 


them: for the queſtion here is, what the Latin term 
idiota means ; and therefore it is to be expounded or 


defined, and one term can never ex pound or define 


another, for itſelf will Rill require to be expounded or 
defined, and the juſtneſs ofthe definition is to be proved 
by a citation from ſome Latin author prior to Ter- 
tullian; for till all this be done, his Lordſhip” s ren- 
dering is untenable. The unlearned can never be too 
much upon their guard againſt found, which frequently 
is in oppoſition to ſenſe, and is often made uſe of by 


unfair writers, to lead aſtray the majority. ES. 16M 


Moreover, I will obſerve, that the above tranſlation = 


muſt be the true rendering, and for this reaſon, that 


it only correſponds to fact: for his Lordſhip s ſim- 


plices, or ſimple people, never yet conſtituted the ma- 
jority of any ſociety; ; but perſons i in private capacities 


have ever, and always C aner, will be, the majority of 


every ſociety. 


1 'am alſo to obſerve, that his Lordſhip quotes this 
paſſage” very inaccuratel y. Thus ſimplices enim (nec 


dixerim imprudentes et idiotæ), Horſley, Tracts, p. 175. 


ſemplices enim quique, ne dixerim imprudentes, et idiotæ, 


„ Tert. 
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Tert. Omitting quique, and putting into 3 pa- 


rentheſis nec. dixerim,, &. and writing nec inſtead 


of ne, It is true, as poists and parentbeſes are mo- 


dern inyentjons, that an author may be juſtified 
in altering, the punctugtion; but, I apprehend, that 


he mould not dexiate from the moſt approved 
_ editors, When writing for the unlearned, with · 
out. giving, notice of i it ; which, in what regards, my- 


ſelf, Lnom de, by. abſeryings that, I: place. a, comma 


after impradentes, Mhereag, in Rigaltins's, edition, 


there i is, none. Tertullian wrote, without, commas, 
and if any are. to. be.puts, there. muſt be one after im- 


prudęntes, other iſe he will aſſert a notorious. falſe- 
hogd. 


Ant it may be alſa, demanded by, tha unlearned 


reader, how comes ĩt that I, who make no pretenſions 
c learning or ingenuitya have hag the preſumption. to 
point this paſſage differently from the learned Rigaltius, 
and the Biſhop of St. David's, whoſe accompliſhments. : 
in literature, ate the theme of oribedux Britain. Be- 


fides, that L ſhould (tranſlate, famplices. open, where⸗ 


as his Lordſhip tranſlates it * ſimple.” My.apglogy,. | 


I look on. with ae to the fixſt point, to.be already. 
partly 
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partly. made: but that the unlearned may be perfect 
maſters of the queſtion, I ſhalt tranſlate it agreeably 
to Rigaltiuss abſurd punctuation; and afterwards ac · 

cording to his. Lordſhip's farther © intenſion? of Ri- 
galtius's abſurd punctuation, by putting the member 
into a parentheſis,; for if points and. parentheſes. 6 
to be introduced in ancjent writings by the moderns, 
they ſhould be: ſa. introduced: as: to: make the author 
| ſpeak agreeably to.truth.and common. ſenſe. Accords = 

ing to Rigaltius we ſhould then tranſlate, & For foms | 
cc open perſons, I wauld not call them imprudent 
cc. and perſons. in a; private capacity, who are always 
ec the majority of believers,” &c. By this punctuation 


perſons. in a private capacity are: ſuppoſed to be, the | 
hene open people, and at the ſame time to be the 
majority, which is a- contradiction, and conſequently 


abſurd. According to his, Lordſhip's punQtuation, 


we ſhould- tranſlate ſome open: perſons, (I would 
( nat call them imprudent and perſons in a pri- 
ce vate capacity) who always make the majority of be- 
4 lieyers, here the ſome, by ſecuring in a parentheſis; 
5 1: would not, &. are abhalutely made the majority, 
which i 0 a8 I ſaid, a farther 0 intenſs ow. of Rigaltius's. 

abſurdity, 
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abſurdity; as his mode of pointing the paſſage admits 
a doubt with regard to his manner of underſtanding 
the paſſage; but his Lordſhip's admits of none. 

As to the word ſimplices, which 1 tranſlated 
open 1 think I am juſtified in ſo doing, by the 
lar ned Calepini, who informs me, that, when ap- 
plied to things, ſimplices means pure, Aimple, uncom- | 

pounded, but open-heartedneſs, when applied to per- 
Font. But the unlearned reader ſhall hear Calepini 
himſelf ſpeak. it 0 Simplex quod nullo modo compo- 


6 Gitum eft, ut ſunt quatuor mundi elementa, terra, 
: agua, ignis, aer —adly. Tranſlate accipitur pro Puro, EE: 
1 aperto, libero, Cic. 4 Acad. Cum ſimplici hominem : 
0 fimpliciter agerem, &c.—iſt. Simplex ; that which is 

© not at all compounded, as the four elements of the 

< work, - earth, water, fire, air,—2dly. It is meta- 


4 phorically taken for pure, oßen, liberal, Cic. 4 Head. | 


«With a candid or open man I would act candidly or 


it | « openly,” What will the unlearned reader now think ? 
"20 apprehend bis muſt eechuds that his Lordſhip, by 

ſo egregiouſly miſtranſlating two ſuch obvious words 
as /implices and idiotæ, intended to impoſe on the 


common herd of readers, who generally put up with 
found 
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fund for ſenſe. TI own that any ſcholar ſhould miſs 
the ſenſe of ſo very obvious a paſſage, appears to me 
aſtoniſhing, ſeeing that the term imprudent, ſhould 
have led him to the true meaning of the term Amplices, 
it being a common defect of open perſons to be impru- 
dent. 


MI ſhall here venture to make a ee e which 


prudence ſhould reſtrain me from, conſidering the 
egregious blunders made by ſuch an eminent ſcho- 


lar: but the reader is only to regard it as the gueſs 


of an unlearned man; namely, from the hein 


contraſt between the qu ique or ſome, and the que | 
major pars or majority, I apprehend, that /implices 
muſt have been hone/? open-hearted clergy, or perſons in | 

e public function in the aſſemblies of the faithful ; for it 
they were not, they muſt have been included among 
the idiotz: in this caſe imprudentes would, with great 
- propriety, be affirmed of them, for ſuch conduct might x 
prevent their riſing to the honours and emoluments' 
of the church; as I have heard it ſaid, though I am 
8 ſure falſely, that ſuch conduct would be ſo puniſhed at 
this day. However, it may be that his Lordſhip 


had this yulgar notion in his mind, which would n- th 
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turally induce. him-to conceive that all who were {0 


imprudent, were ſimpletons_ and idiots. For my own 


part J cannot account for his Lordſhip's miſtakes, 


upon ſo obrious a. paſſage, upon any other prin- 
: Ciple. 8 


I ſhall alſo obſerve that the ſecond part of Dr: 


Prieftley' 8 challenge is not ſo much as noticed by 
his Lordſhip ; - and from his Lordſhip's Glence upon 
this head, 'the unlearned reader may ſafely conclude 
that it could not be anſwered ; as, till the ſecond part 
of the Doctor's challenge was anſwered, all that he 
bas written in reply to the firſt, as the leatned muſt 
know, is of no value; and the two challenges, being 


in connection, the Doctor, it may be well ſuppoſed, 
intended that they hould be taken in connection. q 


The Doctor ſays, Pray, Sir, in what texicon or 
8. diftionary, ordinary or extraordinary, did you 
«© find this ſenſe of the term zdiore in Latin, or 


c du in Greek 2 Can you produce any alta im 
an ancient writer in which the word has that meau- | 
” ing? Second Letter, page 63+ No ſuch pallage | 


has been adduced by his Lordſhip! 


As/l hope that I have now ſhewn, that ms Lord-' 


ip 


ore 
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ſhip has entirely miſapprehended the meaning of this 
_ paſſage; and as his Lordſhip alludes (in his ſecond 
Diſquiſition, in which he conterids for the juſineſs | 
of his expoſition of it) to Dr. Prieſtley's hayi ing miſun- : 
derſtood the quid dicam, Nc. of Jerome, ſee p. 191, &c. 


which, L hope, I bave ſatisfactorily proved, i in oppoſi- 
tion to the late Mr. Badcock, that he did not; 1 


| think it incumbent upon his Lordſhip, like a gallant 
and generous knight, to Rep forth, and defend the 


_ cauſe of his able and valuable ally, now, alas! ! 


longer capable of defending himſelf: : and, if he does 


not, I apprehend the world may juſtly conclude, 
that the ſentiment of theſe learned geatlemen is un- 
tenable. 1 


His Lordſhip 1 Pe 190, © Now, Sir, [Dr. 


Prieſtley] if © the then Jews,” « ds Jada [See che 
original of Athanaſius, Pre. Diſq. p. 10. ] © may de- 


© note Jewiſh Chriſtians, will you be pleaſed to in- 


s form me, what more preciſe expreſſions the holy 


c F athers might have found in the whole compaſs 


L © of the Greek language, to denote genuine Jewiſh 


© Jews, had he had occaſion to mention them. 


This _ to me to be very vaunting language: 


0:45 5: however 
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however 1 hope the reader does not Gregory: that 1 
there proved, that theſe Jewiſh Fews happened. to be 
Jewiſh believers. 
; mean in Athanaſius, as far as we have conſulted him, 


4 unbelieving Fews; and Examo, and Exam Qpompda, unbe- 


Mr. Badcock ſays e 1odaig always 


0 lieving Gentiles, and their opinions.” Monthly Re- 
view, vol. Ixix. p. 234, note, referring to the ſame 
8 paſſage of Athanaſius, | With what truth Mr. Badcock | 
could ſay this, 1 truſt, every reader can determine. 
May I aſk his Lordſhip, who lays ſuch a mighty ſireſs on 
: ſound, who are the Judi in the following paſſage of 
Cyprian, and « what more preciſe expreſſion the holy 
Father might have found in the whole compaſs of the 
© Latin language to denote Jew!ſh Fews, had he had 
c occaſion to mention. them ? Si autem carnale [bap- | 
| ama! nihil differunt : a Judzorum baptiſmate, quo fic 
illi utuntur, ut eo tanquam communi et vulgari la- 
vacro tantum ſordes laventur. Ep. ad Firm. p. 223. 
6c But if carnal,” [baptiſm] eit does not differ from 
66 the baptiſm of the Jews, which they ſo uſe. as 
(e any other common waſhing for removing Glth. . 
Nevertheleſs theſe Jews muſt have been Gentile be- 
levers, and not at all Jews; for theſe, whether be- 
hevers or Wen, never baptized. The fact is, 
that 
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that the Orthodox were accuſtomed to call Jews all 


believers in Jeſus who denied that he was the Chriſt, 
and affirmed that he was a mere man, knowing no- 
thing of, or not troubling themſelves about, the 
Word 


Prolations——Protenſions, and ſuch like non- 


ſenſe, about which the various ſeas of Chriſtians 


were worrying one another. This the intelligent reader 


may have perceived in ſome of the * adduced in 


theſe ſheets. 


As I have frequently intimated, that I kave- not 


read the Fathers, and ſcarcely know them, except 


through the moderns, | 1 Was not aware of the im- : 
portance of the paſſage cited, Pre. Diſq. p. 20, n. 11, 
at the time; but in comparing the citation with the 
original, I perceived the chapter of Theodoret, whence 


it was taken, proves beyond a doubt, that every Na- 


_ Zarene, according to this writer, was an Ebionite ; 


and as the chapter is ſhort, it ſhall be given entire. 
Theodoret ſays of the Ebionites, L. II. ch. ii. Ebion 
c was the author of this phalanx, for the Hebrews thus 
60 call a beggar. This perſon faid, indeed, in like man- 
40 ner with us, that there was one unbegotten, and 
oh taught that He was the maker of the world. But 


112 | ; <c He 
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( 244 ) 
He ſaid, that the Lord Jeſus Chrit was born of 
Joſeph and Mary; being indeed a man, but excelling 
&« other men in virtue and purity ; and He lived agree- 
« ably to the law of Moſes. They [Ebionites] re- 
« ceived the Goſpel according to the Tn, and 
"8 call the Apoltle [ Paul] an Apoſtate. | Symmachus⸗ 
was one of theſe who tranſlated the Old Scripture 
£6 (o Teſtament] from Hebrew into Greek. But, 
| <& beſides thele, there is another diviſion having the 
ce ſame name, for theſe alſo are called Ebionites, Who 
« indeed confeſs all the other things with the former, 
«. but ſay, that the Saviour and Lord was born of a 
cc Virgin. Theſ . Wy , make uſe of the Goſpel ac- 
« cording to M; they honour the Sabbath ac- 
M cording to the law of the Jews, and lanctify the 
« Lord's-day in like manner with usf.“ This paſſage 
in 
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in connexion with what goes before and follows after, 
proves that the Ebionites and Nazarenes held the fame 


opinions concerning Jeſus. For in the preface to 
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| the 2d. book of his Heretical Fables after ſpeaking 


: of the Gnoſtics he concludes it with ſaying, that 


„the Devil had raiſed up others againſt the truth, 
« who ſet forth doctrines the very oppoſite to thoſe 
maintained by the above- named heretics ; and Ebion 


„ was the leader of this phalanx” &c. as in the paſ- 


fage juſt rendered; after which immediately follows, 
© But the Nazarenes are Jews honouring Chriſt as a juſt 
© man, and who uſe the goſpel called according to 
Peter. Euſebius relates, that during the reign 


of Domitian, theſe hereſies ſprung up. Againſt 


© which Juſtin the Philoſopher, and Martyr, and Iren- 
© us the ſucceſſor of the Apoſtles, and Origen wrote.” 
Here then we have this learned writer's explicit teſtimony 


that the only difference between the Ebionites and 
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Nazarenes was, that the firſt were Gentiles, the 2d, 
of Jewiſh extraction; but, that concerning Chriſt, they 
entertained the ſame opinions. It alſo proves againſt 
his Lordſhip that this ſect exiſted forty years prior to 
che ra aligned by Him: but, what is of infinitely greater 

importance is that it ſhews that Trypho the ſew, in 
Juſtin Martyr's dialogues, was a Nazarene, or Ebionite; 
ſo that by a diligent peruſal of this work as well as 
| thoſe of the other writers cited by Him, their pecu- 
culiar notions may be diſcovered. What they were with 
regard to the Incarnation, may be known from their 
deeming it to be incredible, but even an old woman 8 
* ſtory. e This teſtimony cannot be reſiſted, and 
will I truſt | | be deemed | equal to the importance of 
the fact. This learned writer ſeems not to have 
known of: any high orthblex Nazarenes: with regard 
to the Incarnation they agreed with Dr. Prieſtley. 
The terms others and Phalans being applied to them 
ſeems to _ infer that they had various appellations ; 
for certainly two ill comports with « others © Pha- 
lanx.“ The reader will perceive that this is the 
moſt important queſtion laid before the pub- 
lic for 1700 years, for if the Nazarenes 
cannot 


* 
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cannot be proved to be a different ſect from the Ebion- 


ites there can remain no doubt but that the Ebionite 


faith was that which was propoſed by Jeſus. 


I have alſo ſaid that Cerinthus was an Ebionite. 
The Biſhop and Dr, Prieſtley ſay he was a Gnoſtic. 


What! a Gnoſtic, whoſe object was to account for 


the origin of evil from the '/imited powers of the 


Creator, or his malevolence, yet to continue to worſhip 


and to follow the inſtitutions of this finite or male- 


volent Being after the manifeſtation of the Chriſt 


who, according to them, came ſolely to rectify, or 


deſtroy his kingdom, yet to avow himſelf a diſciple of 
Chriſti, and to worſhi p at the ſame time his adverſary, 


this limited or malevolent Being Surely this is too great 


an abſurdity to be credited even by a Trinitarian. 


What! a Gentile, who did not believe in the God of the ; 
Jews, but thought him a malevolent Being, yet tofollow 
hicinſtitutions, What abſurdity ! I'truſt'we ſhall ar 
no more of Cerinthian Gnoſtics — a Proteſtant Papiſt is 
55 not a greater contradiction. The reader will not for- 5 
* get that Jerome and Auguſtine couple Cerinthus and 
Ebion together, as holding the ſame tenets; which, 
with this paſſage of Theodoret, proves that they did 


not 


[248 3 

not differ materially in their faiths, if at all, But, 
independently of theſe three writers, Jerome, Au- 
guſtine, and Theodoret, I undertake to prove elſe» 
where that the Cerinthians, and many other ſects, 
under different appellations, were Ebionites. I have 
; preſumed, that Origen s Double Ebionites were Gen- 
tile believers, who thought as the Ebionites. I 
apprehend, that this paſſage of Theodoret Supports 
the preſumption-—taken in connection with Jerome 


and Auguſtine, See p. 1955 and 198, proves its 
What J ſaid in the beginning of the former para- 
graph will, I truſt, apologize for this: beſides, that 
8 I can, with truth, add, that I did not think it was : 
poffible for any man, much more a Right Rev. Di- 
vine, to lay before the public ſo groſs, ſo palpable A 
- miſrepreſentation of an antietit Writer, as the Biſhop 
has done in the following paragraph, which I ſhall g 
cite at full length His, Lordſhip ſays, p. 477, ſee 
alſo p. 12 5, Kc. of this work, « the work of Celſus 
ol againſt Chriſtianity being loſt, neither the plan nor 
s the method of it is otherwiſe to be known, than from 
6 © what may be gathered from Origen's anſwer. It 
«appears 2 Origen, that it was a compoſition of 


$ much | 
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© much art, and highly laboured. Many of Celſuss 
© objections were delivered in the perſon of a Jew, who 
© is ſuppoſed to addreſs his diſcourſe firſt to Jeſus, and 
© afterwards to the Hebrew Chriſtians. In the diſ- 
© courſe addreſſed. to the Hebrew Chriſtians, Celſus 
© makes his Jew upbraid them with a deſertion of 


£ the Moſaic law. To this reproach Origen, in vine 


< dication'of the Hebrew brethren, gives a double an- 


5 ſwer; which I have ſhewn to be inconſiſtent with 


© itſelf in the two different branches. F irſt, he aſſerts, 


< that the Jews believing i in Chriſt had not renounced 


2 thats: Judaiſm, Upon occaſion of this aſſertion, he 


© goes. into 4 diſcourſe of ſome length about St. 
£ Peter's adherence to the Moſaic law, and the intor- 


mation that was conyeyed to that Apoſtle in a 


6 viſion, concerning the extinction of its authority. 
p From this diſcourſe he runs into a ſecond, upon 
a ſaying of our Lord's, which he expounds as an 


* znigmatical alluſion to the intended abrogation of 


£ the Law. And when, in this digreſſive way, he 
© hath written * about it and about it, till he himſelf 


$ had forgotten, or might reaſonably truſt that his 


reader would have forgotten, the poſition with which 


t this prolix diſcourſe began, he enters upon the 
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£ ſecond branch of his defence of the Hebrew brethren, 


in which he flatly contradicts his firſt aſſertion ; in- 


© ſulting over Celſus's ignorance, who had not made 
« his Jew diſtinguiſh the different ſets of converted 


* Hebrews; two which obſerved the Law, and one 
c which to all intents and purpoſes had abandoned it. 


I have given this paſſage : at length in my remarks 


© on. Dr. Prieſtley's Second Letters, and ſhall not tire 
© the reader's patience. with a needleſs repetition of 


Now that this. is as as palpable a miſrepreſentation 2s 
has ever been obtruded upon the public, will evi- 


dentiy appear, by laying the entire ſection of Origen 


before the reader, which / bngle ſection contains the 
4wo branches, of which I ſhall give a tranſlation, 
putting in Iralics that part of it which divides the 
branches, to which his Lordſhip alludes in the words 
likewiſe marked in Italics in the preceding para- 
graph. Origen ſays, Book il. Seck. 3. « It is my 


| 66 « preſent purpoſe to evince Celſus's ignorance, who 


„has made a Jew ay to his countrymen, to Ifrael- 


Ke jites belieying in Chriſt, Upon what motive have 


66 you deſerted the law of your anceſtors ? But. how 


e have they deſerted the law of their anceſtors, who 


_ $6 reproye 


* reprove thoſe-who are inattentive to it, and ſay.; Tell 
« mez" ye who read the Law, do ye not hearken to the Law; 
< for it is written that Abraham had two ſons : and what 
cc follews 10 theſe words, which are ſpoken allegorically. 


60 Or have they forſaken their Law, who are always 


ck citing it in their diſcourſes : for inflance, does not the 


Lato ſay this? For it is written in the 0 of Mo ofes, 


&* tbou- Salt not muzzle theo os when he treadeth out corn. 


* 


6 Dor God mind oxen; ; or was not the Law written for 


4 15 and /o forth w.“ ee And how confuſedly does 
c Celſus's Jew ſpeak upon. this ſubject? when he 
might have ſaid more plauſibly, ſome of. you have 


* « relinquiſhed the cuſtoms, upon pretence of expoſi- 


& tions and allegories. And ſome of you, expound- 
« ing ſpiritually, preſerve your cuſtoms not a whit the 


7 PLP 86 t C expat Th, aua wy eMnyopepenc, 9 TX tens. * 
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Eng. x) We, Kc. The preceding and ſubſequent part of this Section ; 
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in „his about! it and about it.“ 5 
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( leſs, But ſome not expounding, are willing to re- 
© ceive Jeſus as a prophet, and obſerve the Law of 


« Moſes according to ancient cuſtom, as having in 


< the letter the whole meaning of the ſpirit, 
Is this paſſage of ſuch a length, either that Ori- 


Sen ſhould 0 forget himſelf, or that he's | ſhould 5 
think that his reader would forget? what was ſaid 


but four lines before. This paſſage only occupies 
eight half lines in De la Rue s Ed. Moreover, now 


that we have the entire ſection before us, the 


the reader will perceive, that my expoſition of it, 


p. 128, was well founded ; for from hence it appears, 


that ſo far from any of the Jews having forſaken 


3 Law, that they had it perpetually 1 in their minds, 


even in trifling matters; as in what regarded oxen. 


Having merely by accident looked over Dr. Prieſt- 
ley 8 Letters to Dr. Geddes, and the Rev. Mr. 


Howes, 1 am induced to add the following obſer va- 
- tions: firſt premiſing, that, except Mr. Howes s ninth 8 


| Number, 1 am unaquainted with any thing elſe which | 


he may have written reſpecting this controverſy; ; and 
not having read Dr. Geddes's Letters to Dr. Prieſtley, 


Tam only acquainted with thoſe paſſages in it, and 
of 


C 8. 3 

of its ſcope, 'as they are quoted and repreſented by 
Dr. Prieſtley. My motive for not particularly read- 
ing thoſe two learned p gentlemen's productions upon 
the preſent queſtion was, that, from the paſſages 
adduced from their writings by Dr. prieſtley, it is 
clear, that theſe gentlemen's knowledge reſpecting the 
ancient herefies does not ſurpaſs that of thoſe 
| others whom 1 have already animaliverted upon: 
and I feared, that if I met with any thing in them 
which was palpably untenable, and which I affirm 
to be the caſe from Dr. Prieſtley's quotations, 1 would 
be ſenſible of an invincible propenſity to ſet it forth 
w the public, ſince 1 have had the reſolution to 
proceed ſo far; which would detain me too long from 
a work upon which my heart i is much fixed on; as 
I think, vainly perhaps, that it will tend to be uſeful 
to mankind, by leading them tow-ards the knowledge 
of the truth: T mean that primary and moſt im- 5 
portant truth, Whether God has particularly inter- 
fered, ſince the creation of man, in his concerns: 


for our future hopes muſt, in a great meaſure, de- | 


pend 
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pend upon the degree of probability of His having ſo 
interfered, To proceed, . 15 

Dr. Prieſtley appears to me to treat ſo learn- 
ed a writer as Dr. Geddes with a great deal too 
much levity; and as if his arguments, in favour | 
of the divinity of Jeſus having been the. received dogma 
of the orthodox church, were contemptible: but I 
will take upon me to affirm, that the ingenious Doctor 5 


has not at all anſwered. them; $: and that, conſidering 


his own erroneous notions reſ pecting the ancient 


heretics, chat it was impoſlible for him to do it. How- 
ever, let the reader judge. . . 
Dr. Prieſtley ſays page 3 irſt, you” (Dr. 
Geddes) call the Nicene Fathers, page 12, * the 
8 repreſentatives of the whole Chriſtian church. „ 
Now, in my opinion, they repreſented the Chriſtian 


c church in no other ſenſe than aur Houſe of Lords 


9 59 might be faid to repreſent the Engliſh nation,” 


This opinion muſt be allowed to be very fingular, 
The people, 1 believe, the Doctor will not diſpute, 
elected at this time their own Biſhops; and it is not 


to be ſuppoſed that they would elect perſons whoſe 
faith differed from that of tkemſelves; and therefore 


( 255 1 


they may, with propriety, be ſaid to be „„ 


tives of the Chriftian' aſſemblles. The people of 


England have notbing to do wich We ain of Lords. 
Dr. Prieſtley ſay s, * Phoſef Nicene] Fathers univer- 


« ſally held, that the divinity of Chriſt was greatly in- 
4 ferior to that of . the Father ; and had its origin in 


c the reaſon of the Father; which having been firſt | 


in him as an attribute, afterwards became a per ſan. 0 


1 This greatly Inferior I poſitively . deny: as to the 
converſion of an attribute into a Per ſon L perceived no 


proof of it; that is, no paſſage which explicitly aſſerts 


it in the Doctor's writings 3 which I thought it in- 
cumbent on him particularly to point out, as Biſhop 
Horſley has aſſerted, and I believe n than 
once, that it was an invention of the Doctors. Hp 

Dr. Geddes ſays, page 14, as eited by Dr. 
Prieſtley, cc If the divinity acid pre-exiſtence af 


cc Chriſt was not a tenet of primitive Chriſtianity, 
cc there muſt have been a period, prior to the Ni- 
e can Council, when it was accounted an hereſy ; 


ce and when the non-divinity was 'as univerſally 


60 taught as the ſole orthodox doctrine. Be pleaſed 
« then to point out that period, and prove that 


66 it exiſted, not by negatives, preſumptions, and 


66 arguments 
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prehend that this is ſolid reaſoning. 
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& arguments from improbability, but by clear poſitive 
e teſtimony 3 for, until you , do this, T ſhall always 


10 conſider the deciſion of the Niczan Synod as an 


( « irrefragable proof that the divinity of our Lord 


6 was an original article of the catholic faith,” + ap- 


* 


Dr. Geddes, as quoted by Dr. Prieftley, ſays, 


page 15, 1 think you ſhould have endeavoured, 
« and been able, to ſhew when, and by whom, and i in 
6 what manner, ſuch. an important revolution was 
« brought about; who was the firſt broacher of 


« the novel opinion; - what oppoſition it met with; 


c which of the apoſtolic ſees was the firſt to em- 


ce brace it; and by what wonderful influence it got 


cc poſſeſſion of all the reſt, without noiſe, without 


6 reſiſtence, without any of thoſe circumſtances that 


66 always attend the introduction of a novelty in 


ce matters of religion, eſpecially when the contradic- 


0 cc tory of an e/tabli/hed opinion is attempted to be 
« introduced.” In anſwer to theſe paragraphs, the 


Doctor refers him to his Hiſtory of early Opinions, as 


if he had not read them, or only looked through it. 
Dr. Geddes again ſays, p. 18, “ Is it not ſtrange, 
paſſing 


257 ] 
& paſſing ſtrange, that in not one of theſe aſſemblies (viz, 


& about forty councils held after that of Nice), neither 
4 


<> 


at Alexandria, nor Antioch, nor Cæſarea, nor Sar- 


c 


* 


dica, nor Jeruſalem, nor Conſtantinople, nor Sir- 
cc 


mium, nor Milan, nor Rome, nor Rimini, there 


15  fhould not be a F/ bngle voice raiſed in favour of So- 


cc 


cinianiſm, a ſingle pen employed to defend it, 1 
« ſingle authority quoted in its ſupport : and that, 
o while the whole body of Chriſtians were engaged 


in controverſy about two opinions, both equally 
£6 falſe, the only true dogma mould be overlooked, 
6 ſhould be rejected, ſhould be anathematized by 
se all! This, I confeſs, i is to me inconceivable—is, i in 


« the nature of things, hardly poſſible,” 


To this very ſenſible paſſage, Dr. Prieſtley again 
refers to his Hiſtory of Opinions, to convince Dr. 
Geddes of his miſtake, which he attributes to the 
ſuperficial and careleſs manner in which he firſt 
peruſed it: preſuming, as s he does throughout all his 
writings, that the Sabellians and Ebionites were the 
fame ſect: but that theſe were not Chriſtians at all, 
but only ſimple followers of the Man, the Prophet, 
Feſus, I hope J have clearly made out ; and that they 


* LI i 


| 
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trouble, about theſe controverſies, I think highly pro- 


bable: and it may be that they held either opinion, as 
I do myſelf, in equal contempt, not even excepting 
the Sabellian. But that a Sabellian would not be 


at all ſuffered in an aſſembly of the Orthodox, is 


clearly evident from what Euſebius relates reſpecting 


Marcellus; for he ſays, © That Marcellus, fearing 
© to ſuffer equally with him,” [Sabellius] © diſcovered 


< a new mode for error, by determining that God, 


* and the Word in him, to be one; and with joy 


© aſcribed to him the two names of Father and Son *. & 


Yet, according to Euſebius, this did not ſave him; for 


he was obliged to blaſpheme, BRaoPnpun, Sabellius. 


Dr. Prieſtley ſays, < You [Dr. Geddes] © reſt this 


great controverſy, as far as it is to be decided 
C by the Scriptures, on three or four texts, and what 


* appears to be their ſenſe at firſt fight only. But you 


£ know, Sir, that the true ſenſe of many paſſages of 
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6 Scripture, as well as of other writings, is by no . 

means what it ſeems to be at firſt fight,” [this, 

with regard to Scripture, I utterly deny : Scripture 
being written for the uſe of all mankind, its 
obvious ſenſe, or what it ſeems to be at firſt ſight 
8 muſt be its true ſenſe] © eſpecially when the language 
© is figurative; and that a compariſon of them with 


other paſſages, is often neceſſary to explain them 


[when this happens, it ſhews that they were not in- 
tended for all mankind ; few men being capable of 


ſuch a compariſon]: © there cannot, therefore, ap- 


| 0 pear, even to yourſelf, to be any great ground of con- 


A 


fidence here. And TI might well aſk you, whether 


a 


it be not extraordinary, that a doctrine of ſo great 


t magnitude as that of the divinity of Chriſt, and 


"oh. 


which draws after it conſequences of ſo much im- 


„ portance in practice, as well as in theory (eſpe- 


5 R 


cially the worſhipping of him as the ſupreme. 
God; and which, at firfl fight, you muſt acknow- 

ledge directly militates againſt the doctrine of the 
ſole divinity of the one God and Father of all, 
+ expreſsly called the God and Father of Jeſus Cbr % 
c himſelf ), ſhould reſt on three or four texts, of which f 


0 - 


A 


* LI 2 ce you 
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© you can only ſay, that, at firſt fight, they appear to 
be in your favour 
This J apprehend to be the pith and marrow of 
the arguments of the modern Humaniſts; and by this 
reaſoning, aided by the abſurdity of the Trinitarian 
doctrine, I early became one of their converts. But 1 
actually apprehend, that this reaſoning is quite un- 
ſolid. For F the New Teſtament be the revealed 


word of God, it muſt follow, that every word in it 


e be true: : but this IS too manifeſtly abſurd to KN 


be admitted by a nan But ſuppoſe I admit, 
with Dr. Prieſtley, that a conſiderable portion of 
it may | be diſcarded, and that the writers may even 
have erred in delivering their accounts, will he 
therefore aſſert that Jeſus himfelf could | err, particu- 
larly when ipeaking reſpecting the object of his com- 
5 miſſion? Surely this cannot be maintained. Well, 8 
what does Jeſus ſay—* I and my F ather are one? 
There does not appear to me to be any figure in 5 
this , expreſſion, Dr. Prieſtley, &c. ay there is; for he | 
only means by it, that he came as an ambaſſador, and 
that like the repreſentatives of earthly Kings, whatever 


he did 28 the + thine as if God himſelf did it; 


a . ©» 


Fa 1} 
for in this reſpeCt they might be deemed as one. To 
juſtify this interpretation, one would think that 
| there was in the preceding part of Jeſus” $ diſcourſe 
| ſome mention of ambaſſadorial power ; but there i is no 
ſuch thing : his language throughout plainly inti- 
mates his having ſelf-power, and an indiſcriptable 
unity with the Father. John, ch. x. ver. 28 and 29, 
he ſays, © And J give unto them eternal life, and 
4 they ſhall never periſh, neither ſhall any pluck 
© them out of my hand. My F ather which gave 


| [them] | o me is greater has all, and none is Sls to 
c pluck” [them] out of my Father's band. 1 and 
* my Father are one.” But how did the Jews under- 
ſtand theſe words? ? for it may be ſuppoſed, that 
they were as good judges of the meaning and ſcope 
of Jeſus 8 language as any modern Doctor. Then 
> the Jews took up ſtones again to ſtone him. Jeſus 
0 anſwered them, Many good works have 1 ſhewed 
£ you from my Father ; for which of thoſe works do 
< ye ſtone me.” The Jews anſwered him, ſaying, c For 
ay good work we ſtone thee not; but for blaſphemy, 
c and becauſe that thou, being a man, makeſt thy- 
« ſelf God. This, I apprehend, ſettles the meaning 


of 
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of © I and my Father are one. Moreover, how 


were thoſe words underſtood by the earlieſt Fathers ? 


Preciſely as the Jews underſtood them. I ſpeak po- 


ſitively with reſpe& to Tertullian and Chryſoſtom ; 


and defy any Humaniſt to ſhew that they were 
otherwiſe underſtood, but particularly . s the Hu- . 
maniſts now underſtand them; by any Father before 
the fourth century. Perhaps it will be affirmed, 
that Paul of Samoſate, who believed Jeſus to have 


been a mere man, and to have been born at Nazareth, 


muſt have underſtood this paſſage as the modern 
Humaniſts do: but this by no means follows. Might 


not Paul have been one of the Abgi, who received 


not the Goſpel of John, becauſe of its little reſem- 


blance with the other Goſpels ? It is evident, that as 


he believed (as we are aſſured by Athanaſius) that 
Jeſus was born at Nazareth, that he did not believe 
that he was born at Bethlem, notwithſtanding all 
that Matthew has written upon that head, Is not 
this a more probable ſuppoſition, than that he put 


ſuch violence upon plain words? 1 therefore aſſert, 


that he who believes that Jeſus pronounced theſe 


words, muſt admit that he was one with the Father; 


Or 


' 


or, that what he ſaid was not true. This paſſage, 


prove demonſtrably the conſubſtantiality of the Fa- 


ther and the Son. I am ſatisfied the enforcing this 


doctrine was a main object with the writer of it. 


Here 1 cannot avoid cautioning young perſons againſt 


100 implicitly receiving the expoſitions of modern ex- 


poſitor 85 of any perſuaſion: for there being ſcarcely | 


1 paſſage in the New Teſtament which has not given 
riſe to a controverſy, writers, according to their re- 
ſpective bialſes, expound, and in like manner tranſ- 
, late. It may be, that ſome trifling, unimportant paſ- 
ſages might be better tranſlated, and that ſome of 
them might be rendered into more modern Engliſh 3 


but theſe are mere trifles, when, in return, import- 


ant paſſages may be un- truly rendered. We may 
underſtand Greek and Hebrew better now than they 5 
were underſtood 200 or 300 years ago; but that is ; 


of little conſequence, when it is conſidered, that 


our New Teſtament was early tranſlated into Latin 
by perſons. who could ſpeak, as well as write, both 
languages; and with ſuch guides in a man's hands, 


with a very moderate ſhare of Greek, he can ſcarce- 
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iy err in truly rendering the Greck. And our 


early tranflators, not having been educated, 1 may 


ſay, in the ſchool of controverſy, had nothing to 


| bias their judgments, but ſimply to render the ori- 
ginal. What 1 have ſaid here equally applies to the 


Old Teſtament; for Chriſtian writers, having no 


doubt but that Jeſus was the Meſſiah, have had 


their judgments greatly warped by this notion. 
However, it is to be hoped that the learned Dr. 


Geddes will give us, above all, a literal tranſlation 


of that work; diſcarding all modern terms of art, 


which, except to ſcholars, are not Ggnificative, 


Were the words Chriſt, Church, Biſhop, &c. render- 


ed in our tranſlation by the ſignificative terms of, 
the anointed, the aſſembly, the overſeer, the people 
would not be a tenth part ſo much prejudiced in 
their favour as they how are every where. The 
above terms are utterly incomprehenſible to che ge- 
nerality; 3 and we all know the attachment of the vul- 
gar to myſteries, or to what chey do not underſtand, 


What I have ſaid here reſpecting John x. 30. may 


be affirmed with regard to ſome other texts. The 
texts alluded to by Dr. Geddes are well known. Let 
the 


[ v6 ] - 
the Unitarians ſupport their interpretations of them 
by ſhewing, that they were abſolutely underſtood in 


the ſame manner in which they explain them by a 


| hf ngle Father of the Church, for the three firſt cen- 
= tures after Chriſt: till' this is ſhown abſolutely, and 


not by arguments drawn from probab:lity, their in- 5 


ia, "0 


terpretations ought not to be attended to, Let Dr. 


| Fer, or his friend Mr. Lindſey , produce a palage 
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# have juſt peruſed the ad chapter of this very worthy gentleman's 
Second Addreſs to the Students of Oxford and Cambrid ge, and cannot 
help eſteeming it a complete refutation of the Unitarians or Humaniſts: : 

for in this chapter the author adduces the teſtimony of one of the apoſtolic 852 

Fathers, Barnabas, the companion of Holy Paul, and of four primitive 
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Fathers, Juſtin Martyr, Irenæus, Clemens Alexandrinus, and Tertullian, 


who all, according to him, flouriſhed in the ſecond century of the 
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Chriſtian zra, beſides Euſebius, the learned Biſhop of Cæſarea, who all 
exprefsly teach the pre-exiſtence and divinity of Jeſus Chriſt. Now, did 
ſuch perſons really exiſt, and were they as truly learned, and as honeſt, 

as they are repreſented by this writer, what evidence can be adduced at 

0 all to be compared to them among the primitive Chriſtians to ſhew that 
the Humaniſt ſentiment had been that which had been taught by Jeſus 

Chriſt and his Apolities. This argument is ſtill farther ſtrengthened, : 

ſince it is well known that among the primitive Chriſtians i it does not 
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appear that this doctrine met with any oppoſition; nay, on the contrary, 
if theſe writers are ſuppoſed to copy one another, and to have been in 
ſucceſmion to one another for nearly 200 years, as Mr. L. ſuppoſes, it is 
ſuch a confirmation of the truth of the doctrine of the pre- exiſtence 
and divigity of Chriſt having been the true Chriſtian doctrine, * to 
: | Mm give 


47% 
TY 1 — 
6 Uꝑ:p: . — A2 G6 * 
—̃——— ere; = ' : 
: v 4 L 
- 


T 266 Il . 


in which it i is ſaid of any ocher prophet, for ſuch only 
they deem Jeſus Chriſt, that © he came forth rem 


if 


the 


give any credit to the aſſertions of writers, however learned, however 


ingenious, however honeſt, wha, teach the contrary, can only be aſcribed 


to the deepeſt prepoſſeſſion and partiality. To me the teſtimony of thoſe 


| writers are of no conſequence; as, except Tertullian, who flouriſhed to- 


wards the latter end of the ſecond century, and Euſebius in the beginning 


of the fourth; the firſt of whom taught the true catholic doQrine of his 


time inaſmuch as regarded the Trinity, the latter being a concealed 
Arian; the four others, I ſcruple not to 3 from their being ac- 

quainted with the blaſphemers of Chriſt, which was the characteriſtic of the : 
Sabellians, muſt have been acquainted with that hereſy, and of courſe 
have lived after the middle of the third century ; and therefore the writ- 
ings which paſs under their names muſt be ſpurious productions of this | 
century, and of no authority. | 


The worthy author has alſo atduced 1 conſidered thoſe texts 100 the 
New Teſtament which the Catholics affirm teach the divinity and pre- 


exiſtence of Chriſt; but which he, with other Humaniſts, underſtands in . 


a very different light, interpreting them in a very extraordinary and far- 


. fetched manner indeed! However, as every perſon i is fond of his own 


mode of interpreting, let Mr. Lindſey, or any other Hum aniſt, os. 5 


that theſe texts were ever underſtood in the ſame manner during the firſt 
3 centuries of Chriſtianity by any one Catholic writer: if he cannot do 
this, it follows, either that the Catholic faith is the true Chriſtian doc- 


trine, or that it is utterly falſe ; that is, that the Chriſtian religion is a . 
mere human impoſition. I apprehend that the Unitarians ſhould ſpeak 


out, and ſay, We, "who live 1700 years after certain books were com- 


| poſed, in which are contained the fundamental truths of the Chriſtian > 


faith, profeſs, that we, in conſequence of the ſuperior lights ariſing from 


modern criticiſm, underſtand thoſe writings far better than the people 
wh wrote and ſpoke the ſame language or let om afficm that the 
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the Father into the world and then it may be doubted 


whether the pre- -exiſtence of * be taught in 1 


New Teſtament or not. 


The 


ancient Fathers were a ſet of men who impoſed on the world. For my 1 5 
part, I ſhall ever contend, that the Greeks and Latins underſtood their 
- OWN languages better than any moderns whatſoever. If this be admitted, 
What uſe 4s there in adducing the authority of Caſtalio, Grotius, &c.; they | 
are no authority at all, were my a hundred. times more learned, unleſs 
| ſupported by the Ancients. | * 


| This learned gentleman alſo alferts, that the Nazarenes and Ebionites 5 


were Chriſtians. I could wiſh he would point out a a paſſage from one of 


the Ancients who affirms it : the aſſertion till that is you ſhould be dif- 


regarded. 


Though this e 18 eſteemed, 1 apprehend, the moſt temperate 
of the Humaniſt writers, yet he has not ſc rupled to tax Juſtin with de- 


'"Jufion*.: und ignorance of the language of the Scripture, of his making 


- Chriſt a ſecond God being © a fiction of a warm fancy: yet notwith- 


* 


ſtanding theſe charges, and his not crediting Juſtin” s aſſertion, that God 
had imparted to him the gi/t [or extraordinary tavour ] of underſtanding 
the Scriptures,” yet ſtill he holds him to be a perſon of. unqueſtioned 


probity, and a good man.“ As for myſelf, being convinced that no 
man could make this claim without having an abſolute knowledge af the | 
certainty o of it, and agreeing with Mr. Lindſey that he had no ſuch 
gift, I cannot avoid eſteeming him a baſe impoſtor ; even worſe than 
| Mahomet, whoſe towering ambition muſt certainly plead in excule with 
us poor mortals. 
Mr. Lindſey ons. p. 144 chat the 88 of the Docetz ſoon Ned 
away. It nevertheleſs ſubſiſted to the middle of the 6th century, as we 
learn from Juſtinian. | | 
He alſo obſerves that Praxeas was an n Unitarian, that i is a Humaniſt; - in 
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The Humaniſts inform us, that the Father is 
a and that the Holy Ghoſt is God, or his attri- 
like manner Marcellus, and, I preſume, with Dr. Prieſtley, Sabellius . 


and yet theſe three held very different notions reſpecting the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit. Praxeas denied the latter altogether, and affirmed the 


Father and Son to be one Subſiſtence, and one Perſon under two appellations 
 —Sabellius, that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, were one Subſiſtence, 


and one Perſon, undef three appellations — Marcellus that they were only 
one Subſiſtence but three Perſous: his error conſiſted in denying that they 
were each of them ewropare;, that is, having a diſtinct Subſiſtence. The 


| terms Subftence and ervTopaTog will be explained 1 in the 2d Part. 


Tie paſſage taken from Euſebius, n. p. 55, might have been more 


accurately rendered. Its true meaning is this, that Marcellus main- 


tained that * the Son had no being, nor exiſtence, nor ever at all had 
| perſonality and ſubſiſtence with God before he was born of a Virgin. | 
Saying, that he was only the Logos, or reaſon ; being of the ſame nature 
with God, co-exiſting and united with him, from all eternity, Juſt as 
\ reaſon in man: for he makes uſe of this very example.” Does not the 

Jatter ſentence ſeem to imply that he was the firſt who did ſo. If this be 
| allowed, what becomes of Dr. Prieſtley's, &c. arguments in ſupport of 
the antiquity of this mode of interpretion, or of the Logos being an attri- 


bute of God? I have rendered vraptai as equivalent to having per- 


 ſonality and ſubſiſtence, which I ſhall prove, in the 2d Part, to be its 


4 true meauing : whereas Mr. L. makes it only ſynonymous with eva 6 


the beginning of the ſentence, and therefore may be ſaid to be a tauto- 
logy: oupapua r 66 is rendered by him an attribute of the Deity, 


which it does not mean ; it 18 obviouſly, of the ſame nature, or r connatural 


and ſtrongly militates againſt the Unitarian notion. 


Theſe few remarks, dictated by a love of truth, I am ſure will be taken 


3n good part by the worthy author, whoſe ſufferings in that cauſe ſhould 


erdear it to him. 


— 
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* Mille etwas, &c. Euſ. ap. Coldn. 1688, contra Marcell. 
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| hes if chen Jeſus be only a mere man, how comes 


it that he thruſts himſelf, in the following paſſage, 
betwixt God and God, or God and his attribute, as a0 


they ſay, Go ye and baptize all nations in the name of 


* the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, 


: This I apprehend, A perſon like Jeſus, who was con- 
Tcious of the divine perfections, and the nothingneſs, 
5 in compariſon, of human nature, would not be 5 

capable of, were he only a man. For this laſt ob» 


ſervation I am indebted to Biſhop Horfley's Scotch 


correſpondent, Dr. Robert Hamilton. In my ap pre- 


henſion the Humaniſts, to maintain their ſyſtem, 
ſhould do as the Manichees ; 3 that is, affirm that the 


books of the New Teſtament were not written by 


thoſe perſons whoſe names they bear, but by other 


perſons | who were themſelves ignorant, or who had 


% no preciſe knowledge, of the tranſactions which they 
record; and that, therefore, they are at liberty, toreceive 
thoſe parts of the New Teſtament, which to them 
appear to do him honour, and to diſcard the reſt, 

I proceed to Dr. Prieſtley” 8 Letters to the Candi- 


dates for Orders, in which he animadverts upon ſome . 


poſitions of Mr. Howes, 


The 
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The Doddor, page 80, ſays, In the mts page of 
© his work, he, Mr. Howes, * fays, No ſuch 


6 Chriſtians [Humaniſts] ever exiſted, except in 
2 Utopia, during the two” firft centuries, as - thoſe 
c whom Dr. Prieſtley calls Ancient Unitarians 


« that is, who were not believers in the divinity | 


44 of Chriſt, in ſome mode or other,” This, the 
Doctor thinks,” is a very extravagant aſſertion: but 
it is in fact a true one, unleſs wo! can ſhew that the 5 


en were Chriſtians. 


As to che diſputed paſſage of Tertullian, De Carne 


_ Chriſti, ſe. 14, it is obviouſly an interpolation 3 
as is alſo every other paſſage i in which the word 


Ebion occurs, in the genuine works of this au- 


thor : for, beſides that all ſuch paſſages can be taken 


away, without at all injuring. the ſenſe of the au- 
2 thor, which alone ſhould render them ſuſpected, yet, | 
of what he ſays of Ebion in theſe paſſages were true, 
namely, that his opinion was heretical, it would « con- 
tradict, what he himſelf admits i in his anſwer to Prax- 5 
eas, that they formed the majority of the aſſemblies : 
of the followers of Jeſus. V. Pre. Diſq. p. 54, n. 29. 


2s alſo what Origen has written reſpecting the ne- 


ceſſity 
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ceſſity of preaching a corporeal goſpel to the majority | 
of the believers of Jeſus : V. Pre. Diſq. p. S9. n. 30. | 


for, as the majority only believed 1 in the humanity of 


Jeſus, was this opinion heretical, they would of courſe 


have been expelled Chriſtian aſſemblies. Moreover 


bow came Tertullian to know, that the firſt pro- 
FE pounder of this ſect was called. Ebion, and that 
: from him the Ebionites derived their appellation, 
Origen, who lived mortly after Tertullian, derives 


it from the word Ebjonim, which in Hebrew means 


poor; which he would not have done, Had their been 
any grounds for Tertullian's notion : and this opinion 
18, men 1 apprehend, univerſally received by 
the learned. WP 

Before I proceed farther, I ſhall make a ſingle ob- 
ſervation upon Mr. David Levi's Letters to Dr. 
Prieſtley. This ingenious writer affirms that the 
Doctor is not a Chriſtian ; but not like others who 
affert, he attempts to prove it. But ſurely Mr. Levi 
a muſt know, that i in the fir ft centuries of Chriſtianity, 


many who. entertained far bolder notions. than Dr. 


Prieſtley reſpecting both the Old and New Teſta- 


ments, ceaſed not however to call themſelves Chriſti- 


ans, 


[252 1 
ans, aid i to be allowed by the Orthodox to have. 
been ſuch, though Heretics. Paul of Samoſate held 
Jeſus to be the Chriſt, but ſtill to have been but a 


mere man, and conſequently muſt have rejected the 
two firſt chapters of Matthew, and of Luke 3 yet the 


Paulians were acknowledged to be Chriſtians: even 


Athanaſius apologizes for thoſe who entertained ſuch 
bow opinions of Chrift, The Manichees received > 
neither the New nor Old Teſtament, yet ſtill they 
were eltsemed Chriſtians. St. Auguſtine was of this 
ſect, till towards his Zoth year. Town it gives me 
pain, when I attribute to this cauſe, though perhaps 
erroneouſly, Pr. Prieſtley s not anſwering Mr. Levi” s 


Second Letters, which certainly have made an im- 


preſſion on perſons whom Dr. Prieſtley himſelf would 


admit to be learned men. As the Doctor has com- 
f mitted Chriſtianity, by provoking the Jews to a con- 
; troverſy, I apprehend that no private motive whatſo- 
ever, ſhould influence bim from continuing a con · 


troverſy, of which he himſelf was the cauſe; and i in 


which many perſons (Chriſtians) think that he and 


Chriſtianity have the worſt of the argument. 1 ap- 


prehend, if the cauſe I have aligned be the true cauſe, 


that 


b 


N 


that hel is the more reprehenſible; » for however offend- 


ed he may juſtly feel himſelf to be, by having his 


Chriſtianity doubted, notwithſtanding his frequent 
declarations to the contrary (and of which I have no 
more doubt than I have of my own exiſtence), yet 
he ſhould not be ſo nice upon this head, I apprehend, | 
when he conſiders, that, though Mr. Gibbon, in 


two places, perhaps more, ranks himſelf with Chriſ- 


tians, yet he ſeruples not to pronounce him an in- 


fidel*®, or of indireQly giving him the lie: and the 


Doctor muſt know, that what Mr. Gibbon has men- 


* It i is no apology for the Doctor to 7 that Mr. Gibbon's writings 


evidently t tend to ſap the foundations of Cheiſtianity. Many perſons to 
my knowledge think the Doctor s own writings have as ſtrong a ten- 
dency the ſame way, and have had an equal effect. For my part 1 


believe that the object of both theſe ingenious writers, with reſpect to 
8 Chriſtianity, was the ſame. The one openly expoſes, the other artful- 


ly lays open, its abſurdities, in order to awake and make mankind ſen- 


ſible of the groſs corruptions of the religion of Jeſus; and it may be, 


that the difference between them in opinion is not greater thanx between 

the Biſhop of St, David and the ingenious Doctor. For my part it is my 
intention to lay the axe to the root of the evil, by ſhewing that Chriſ- 
tianity itſelf is a human impoſture, moulded upon the object of Jeſus's 
miſſion. Throughout the entire diſcuſſion, that LAW, which I firmly 
believe Was delivered unto the Iſraelites from God through Moſes, 


| ſhall be my polar ſtar, ma which, I truſt, I can prove muſt have been 
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tioned reſpecting Chriſtianity in the main, had been 


urged before by the Manichees againſt the Orthodox ; 
yet the Manichees are allowed by his favourite Lard- 


ner, and I preſume, by another of his favourites, 


Beauſobre, to have been Chriſtians. For my part I. 


now nothing of Mr. Gibbon. To my knowledge I 
never ſaw him, but I am informed by thoſe who do 


know him, that he is a worthy and an honeſt man; 
and as ſuch 1 will take his word, and look upon him 


as a Chriſtian, though even the bench of Biſhops 
| ſhould join with his Lordſhip of St. David's, and # 5p 


Prieſtley, in pronouncing him an Infidel. 


1 mall take leave of the Biſhop of St. David's with 


: conſidering what his Lordſhip has ſaid reſpecting the 
> wretched? Epiphanius; 5 who, however wretched a 


: writer his Lordſhip may think him, was not held in 


fo low. an eſtimation by his contemporaries, or im- 
mediate ſucceſſors : and though his Lordſhip "bem 


putes to him © the unwilling confeſſion of a baſe ac- 


= cuſer, and more equĩvocation | than to the lying, 
3 perjured Origen; yet he was deemed by them a per- 


ſon of great truth and naivetẽ of character; ; virtues. 


which are uſually aſſociated wa credulity. How- 


7 


ever, 
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ever, it was not convenient to his Lordſhip to point 
out theſe good qualities of the holy Father, leſt any 
teſtimony of his ſhould have, with unprejudiced per- 
ſons, ſo much weight as to overthrow his Lordſhip's 
groundleſs theory. His Lordſhip charges Dr. Prieſt- 
ley with Jorgery, for c torturing from their true 
meaning the words of Epiphanius in ſupport of what 
he had aſſerted, that as to any Nazarenes who believed b | 
that Chrift was any thing more than a man he found no 
trace in hiftory: in reply to which modeſt affitmation, | 
his Lordſhip ſays, that he was more unfortunate in 
his reſearches than Hugo Grotius, Voſlius, Spencer, 
and Huetius, as they maintained the high orthodox y 
of the Nazarenes. But ſuppoſe they held this notion; 
upon what authority did they hold it? Let his Lord- | 
ſhip, Who is ſo converſant in ancient and modern 
learning, point out ONE paſſage which explicitly af- 
firms it; 3 for as to vie Locdily 8 inferences, they can 
only be ſwallowed by his admirers. 5 , 
Again, for Dr. Prieſtley? 8 ſaying that Epipha- 
nius abandoned his dubiety reſpecting the Nazarenes 
having held the Miraculous Conception or not ; by 
_ aſcribing to them the ſame opinions as to the Ebi- 


J onites 


— * _ —_— + o _ —— 
— r - 5x Cans 
: 
8 * 


«7 2 
TIN __ W 
* , 


T 276 ] 
onites, namely, that Jeſus was a mere man; ne is 


charged by his Lordſhip with * perverſeneſs in ren- 


 dering, and. an artful ſubſtitution of an inſerence of 


0 


his own for the words of the author. Such charges 


muſt be deemed, except by profeſſed Polemics, to be 


ſo ungentlemanlike, ſo groſs, and ſo ſhocking, as 


ſcarcely. to be credited by ordinary readers. But what 


will ſuch perſons think, ſhould they find that theſe 


charges are groundleſs ; and, if this can be ſhewn 
againſt his Lordſhip, what epithet ought to be ap- 
plied to himſelf, for ſuch groſs treatment of a cha- 


racter by many highly, and I am ſure, deſervedly : 


| eſteemed, 1 ſhall leave to Polemics to determine. 


But, ſhould it farther appear, that his Lordſhip is 
guilty of the yery charges he imputes to his adverſary, 
what will unprejudiced readers infer: I apprehend 
nothing favourable to a religion which permits ſuch 
foul defamation i in its Principals. 1 1 


The firſt remark I ſhall make, is, that. Doctor 


Prieſtley, in his inferences from Epiphanius, i is ſupport- DN 


ed by the karned Petavius, a character which I ſuſ- 

pect Biſhop Horſley will not retain a century and a half; 

ls one might think, ſhould deter his Lordſhip from 
uſing | 


ay 1 


ae 0 harſh a term as falſe to any 88 ſup- 


ported by ſo able a ſcholar: and who, being dead 


nearly a century and a half, could have no view in this 


paſſage of falſely rendering his author. But what 


will appear ſtill more extraordinary is, that his Lord- 


ſhip has Volloꝛbed Petavius, where he ſays more thas kits 


author; becau ſe, forſooth, favouring his own opinion, 
as will preſently appear. 


*Eniohanins, in his Hiſtory of Hereſies, has num- 


bered them, Alfter the Gnoſtics, who are the 26th, 
come the Naben tient, whom he affirms to have 


25 held that Jeſus Chriſt was a mere man. In No. 28, 


of the Cerinthians, he ſays, that they thought in like 


| manner concerning Jeſus Chriſt. No. 29 is allotted 


to the Nazarenes, who be makes to ſpring up in 


Egypt when Mark the Evangeliſt went to preach the 
| Goſpel there, which is nearly a hundred years prior to 


the time that his Lordihip allows them to have ſprung 


up. He, moreover, ſays, that in every thing they 


thought with the Jews, except that they believed i in 


Chriſt—and with the Chriſtians, except holding them- 


ſelves bound by the preſeri ptions of the Law of Mofes, 


But,“ ſays he, concerning Chriſt I cannot ſay 


| whether, 
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« whether, impelled by the impiety of Cerinthus and 
&« Merinthus, whom we have before mentioned [in 


& No. 28], they believe him to be a mere man, or, as 


the truth is, confeſs him to be born of the Virgin 


« Mary by the Holy Spirit.” This paſſage is this ten- 
dered by his Lordſhip, Tracts, Pp: 143, © Concetning 


* Chriſt, ſays Epiphanius, I cannot ſay with certainty,” 
Kc. Now, for this © with certainty, his Lordſhip has 


NO other authority except Petavius, who has inſerted ö 


the word certo in his expoſition, without having any 
term equivalent to it in his author; and in which : 


he is literally followed by his Lordſhip. In No. 30 0 


he treats of the Edionites, Who, he ſays, in the 2 


line, rhought like things with theſe [Nazarenes]. 
Now, as there is no diſpute about the Ebionites hold- 


\ 


ing Chriſt to have been a mere man, it is clear, that 


by a term of ſuch latitude as ole, like things, that 


Epiphanius meant to be underſtood, that with regard 


to all matters of importance (and ſuch no doubt he held 


the divinity of Chriſt) the Ebionites and Nazarenes 


entertained the ſame opinions. Was not Dr. Prieſtley | 


then juſtified in faying, that his doubt concerning the 
Nazarenes holding 4 Miraculous Conception in 


No. ; 


[ 279 ] 


No. 29, was abandoned in No. 31 ; or to make uſe of the 


Doctor's own expreſſion, © was afterwards abandoned.” 


But becauſe the Doctor quotes Epi phanius for ſaying, 
4 but I do not know whether they [Nazarenes] held 
« the Miraclous Conception or not; ” inſtead of 66 their 
4 believing him [Chriſt] to be a mere man, or not,” 


which phraſes are preciſely equivalent, he i is charged | 


© with perverſeneſs of tranſlation, and * an artful ſub- 


ſtitution of an inference of his own from the author's 
words, for the words of the author.“ But I now 


_ truſt that the candid reader, in this inſtance at leaſt, 


will acquit the | ingenious Doctor. 


What his Lordſhip ſays f in the ? 3th Geſtion of his 


th letter, concerning the term ah, as ſignifying 
ſentiment, | is abſurd, and can only impoſe on readers os - 
romances. Doctor Priefiley renders i it by opinion : But 
Petavius has more juſtly rendered it by dogmata, or 


religious tenets. 


1 ſhall now proceed to the 2d Section, of what Epi- 0 


phanius has ſaid. concerning the Nazarenes. :T ſhall 
follow his Lordſhip's example in giving two expoſi- 


tions of it; one of his Lordſhip's, with his additions 


marked in Italics, which z0me, perhaps, might think, 


i 
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from their importance, might be deemed * an artful 
ſubſtitution of an inference of his own from the 
author 8 words, for che words of the author; at 2 
as much ſo as Doctor prieſtley s mode of rendering 
juſt conſidered. The other expoſition will not be 
found to be quite ſo elegant; but, perhaps, it may be 
found more agreeable to the original, which J give 
without tops, thinking it the faireſt way, obſerving 


| that my rendering is pointed agreeably to Petavius. 


Upon this head his Lordſhip is curiouſly nice: for 


when he 1s not ſatisfied with his author, he fays that he 


* has facrificed the Syntax; this he affirms even with | 


regard to the great Athanaſius. At other times his 
author is not properly Koppe, and accordingly he 
alters the punctuation ſo as to make him [peak non- 
ſenſe, if he cannot be made to ſpeak i in his own favour: | 
But, in the paſſage in queſtion, his Lordſhip 


not only ſtops his anther - differently from che 


| learned Petavius, whom Dr. prieſtley has followed, | 


. and for which he is blamed by his Lordſhip ; but he 


has even had the mode „2 to inſert a conſiderable paren- 
theſis, in order that this 6 wretched? Epiphanius s teſti . 


mony may not be adduced againſt him : but all this 


— 


5 management 
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management won't do ; even according to his Lordſhip's 
| expoſition his teſtimony ſhall be adduced againſt him. 
But perhaps it will not be irrelevant to obſerve, that a 
perſon of poor abilities, indeed, might be a match 
for all the Ariſtotles and Lockes that ever exiſted, if 


allowed ſuch liberties : it may be added, that when a 
_ perſon of his Lordſhip! 8 abilities has recourſe to ſuch 


< arts ', it is in fa& 1 giving up of the point in 


| queſtion, Ephiphanius then ſays 


\ | Dr. | 
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Among his Lordſhip's additions the reader will perceive {| 


from the ſame principles.” Now what common or ſame 


principle was entertained by Ebion and theſe, namely the ſi 

Carpocratians, Cerinthians, and Nazarenes, except that | | 
Jeſus Chriſt was a mere man: if they held any other ö 
common principle” I hope bis Lordſhip will. point | 


ou for it has eſcaped me : but, as this is above his 


7 8 8 abilities it follows then, that according to his 2 
Lordſhip s expoſition, that the Nazarenes and Ebionites if 


held the ſame opinion of Chriſt, namely, that he was a 


mere man. Another addition of his Lordſhip! s is of alle 


this 1 affirm to be. an artful ſubſtitution of an inference 


of his own . Author's words, for the words of the | 
Author” | 5 . 1 


1 have now done with his Lordſhip; and ſhould 
He, or any on his behalf, or the other gentlemen whom 
I have criticiſed think fit to reply concerning any of my 


aſſertions reſpeRting the opinions of the Antients, I here 


premiſe, that in ſupport of an oppoſite opinion, I ſhall 


hold it as a giving up of the queſtion upon their ſide, their 


adducing the authority of any modern in ſupport of 


what they advance upon ſuch a point; for as 1 have 1 


obſerved in my preface, the opinions of the Antients are 


not to be gathered from the Moderns who do not un- 


derſtand 
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derſtand their language, as I ſhall prove beyond the 
power of cavil in my 2d. part; but from the language 
of the Antients themſelves truly underſtood, and as it 


was underſtood by themſelves. 
From theſe ſheets it very clearly appears, that the 
: Nazarenes and the Ebionites held the ſame ſentiment 
concerning Jeſus, as the believing Hebrews, namely, that 
he was an upright Man without any union of deity : and 
that he was not the promiſed Meſſiah. Now as the 
firſt followers of Jeſus were nick- named, by the un- 
believing Hebrews, Nazarenes, as being the followers of 
a Man of mean parentage, an inhabitant of the village 
of Nazareth: and as they are allowed by the Chriſtian 
Fathers  themfelves, together with their primitive nicł- 
| name among the unbelieving Hebrews, to have retained their 


primitive faith without any adulteration, can it rea- 
ſonably be doubted, but that this faith is the true faith, 
which ſhould be embraced by all lovers of truth, as 
being that which was delivered by Jeſus to his 
Apoſtles, and by them taught to the reſt of mankind. 


This follows even from the principles of the Fathers . 


| themſelves, who, with great propriety, maintained 
againſt the propounders of Hereſies continually ſpringing 
7 = 


4 7 


( 285 ) 
up, that that which was novel, muſt neeeſſarily be falſe ; 
and of courſe that that ſentiment which was entertained 
by the primitive or firſt followers muſt be the true 
faith, And what this faith was, both with regard to 
belief and practice is evident from the controverſy 
between Jerome and Auguſtine lately laid before the 
readers. Such poor believers who founded upon the 


promiſes of the Moſaic law their future expectations | 
were nick-named by the Chriſtians, Ebionites, thus 
poorly punning upon the term Ebion which in He- 


brew means poor : | becauſe, forſooth, ſetting at nought 
the ſplendid ads held forth in the New Teſtament, 

eſteeming it a ſpurious production, they relied ſolely 

in this reſpect upon thoſe held forth in the law of Moſes. 
Therefore, if perſons entertaining the ſame religious no- 
tions are entitled to the ſame appellation, doubtleſsly the 
Nazarenes and Ebionites come within this predicament. 
If this then be indiſputable, as I truſt it is, it follows, 
i that the Nazarenes and Ebionites were the ſame ſect 
under different appellations, the firſt being their nicks 
name among the unbelieving Jews, the latter among Dy 
the Chriſtians, the contrary of which has been aſſerted by 
the learned Dr. Horſey and a crowd of Moderns. And ; 
that they were not Chriſtians as Dr, Prieſtley preſumes is 


evident, 
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evident, independently of the teſtimony of Athanaſus® 
that they did not believe that the CHRIST HAD AT 
ALL COME, from their never having been thus 


deſignated by the Antients. 


* 


It farther appears from theſe ſheets, that there 
were in the ſecond and third centuries two forts of 
believers i in Jeſus Chriſt : one of which would not 
worſhip him, the other ſort were not ſo ſcrupulous. The b 
eccleſiaſtical er was it ſeems chiefly compoſed of theſe 


laſt. Tt cannot be doubted but that among the Laity alſo 


there were many of the ſame way of thinking. But that the 
majority Y the followers of Jeſus when aſſembled in 
their congregations were of the firſt ſort cannot be juſtly : 
diſputed, ſeeing that the teſtimony of Tertullian and 

Origen i 18 expreſs againſt the majority permitting prayers 


to be offered except to the one God, and are, therefore, 7 


called by Origen Corporeal Believers ſee preliminary | 
diſquiſition p · 545 n. 29, and p. 56, n. 30. 
What theſe Fathers fay upon this head clearly evinces, 


were there other proofs wanting, that the Epiſtle aſcribed 


to Pliny i is ſpurious: for in it he affirms that the follow- 


ers of Jeſus addreſſed Him at their meetings as though 


| he were a God : but from Origen” 8 icy it is clear, 


Fd 


that 
Vide Pre, Diſq. N. 5 P» 8 


that ſuch a mode of addreſling Him did not take place 


among his followers at their religious meetings, for up- | 


wards of a century after Pliny. * ſingle argument (4 


muſt be allowed to be ſufficient to evince the ſpuriouſneſs 5 


of this celebrated Epiſtle. . . 1 „ 


Farther, that Arius having denied the animus in Jeſus 1 
Chriſt was not a novelty appears clearly evident from its 1 


not being noticed by his adverſaries among his errors, 


and that He held the anima, to- have been a component 


c part of jeſus Chriſt we have the explicit teſtimony of the || 
accurate Marius Mercator. Qua praeſumpta incerta an- 
uam certa et Scripturis minime expreſſa opinio, Apollinarem | 


Laodiceum et poſtea Arianss, ( non autem ipſum Arium 3 - -- 


— — tro — — Cw a ret en RR 
„ g - 


et Eunomium gquoque, et ultimum Macedonium forte decipit, 


ut hinc ſentirent et pronuntiarent, Chriftum Dei filium corpus JJ 


tantum hominis, non etiam animam ſuſeepiſſe 3 3 Pro anima 3 | 
autem Dei filium, Verbum Patris in illo fuſeept corpore 

Ro, habitaſſe.. Which may be thus rendered, « Which opi- 
7 ce nion [that the angels! in the Old Teſtament had 3 


inanimated bodies only] on though doubtful, and not at 1 I: 
—M all determinedi in ſcripture, being taken up as certain, by 
« chance impoſed on Apollinaris of Laodicea, ; and after- |} 


e wards the Arians (but not Arius himſelf ) and Eunomius 


66 alſo, : 
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4 al ſo, and finally Macedonius, that they ſhould thence 


< think and affirm, that Chriſt the Son of God, took up 


cc only the body of a man, but not the animus ; but that the 
« Son of God, the Word of the Father, inhabited i in that 


« taken- - up body i in the ſtead of the anima.“ ; 
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The Ancients n this Work. 


To cube the Reader immediately to recol= 
le& what he wants, the begginning of 


each paſſage i is recited or its ſubject men- 
tioned. 
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Mao: Mercator, Ebion, a Stoic Philoſopher 1 


The Author of Predeſtinatus, Ebionæans confuted by 


Luke at Antioch. . | | 14 


PRELIMINARY DISQUISITISION. 


Athanaſius, Chriſt not at all Come 3 


ib. The then Jews - — = - 10 
Mk. . . 16 
ib. Teſt of Hereſy V 52 
Auguſtine, Gnoſtics not Blaphemers „„ 
ib. Concerning Photinus - - 78 
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Cyprian. Baptim — 41 
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Jerome. 


: Socrates. 


Sulpicius Severus, ib. 


ib. Nazarenes, ib. 96 
Euſebius. 
ib. Ebionites rejected the New Teſtament 


Origen's character 


ib. Antiquity of the Ebionites 


Fauſtus. The Jews rejected the New Teſtament 
ib. New 'Teſtament not written by the Apoſtles 
Firmilian. No Gnoftics in the Apoſtolic Age 
ib. No Communion between Gnoſtics and Catholics 


Hilary. Difficulties of the Catholics | 


ib. Teſt of Hereſy. | — 


Goſpels interpolated 
ib. Mark wrote a ſhort Goſpel 


. Fett of Herely | - 


ib. Heretics expelled = 


have been believing Jews 


been of our Race * 


Neſtorius. Concerning Photinus 

Novatus. Inferiority of the Son 

Origen. _ Ebionites - 
ib. Double Ebjonites 

ib. Faith of the Jewiſh believers 
ib. Inferiority of the Son. Not to pray to Chriſt: 
| ib. Spiritual and Corporeal Believers 
Sabellians why Blaſphemers 


ib. Concerning Photinus 


ib. But others who teach to Blaſpheme 
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 CoRRECTIONS and ERRATA. 


PRELIMINARY DISQUISITION. | 


Fido Line 
5 3 Read abiaed. 
6 10 Io 4s it . 


9 laſt r. the Chriſt was to be a mere man, only that he 
| was to come, &, _ | 
17 15 Jews, r. Jewiſh believers 
V 
27 margin, r. 200. 
29 15 the parentheſis after may) inſtead of after God. 
30 18 they, r. he. 

38 14 r. one of Stephanus, biſhop of Rome, 
46 laſt Jeſus, r. Chriſt, 
52 do r. . 

71 laſt word, dele 
78 4 Marius Mercator r. Neftorius | 


8 s Chriſtus, r. | Chreſtu 

46 9 me r. one 
54 19 on, r. or 

56 18 or any other, dele 

66 7 Catholics, r. read Papiſts. 

78 13 r. ſimilar paſſage—laſt line, ſecond not r. nor 
119 9g I. believed—line 14, vending, r. vendiug "Hh 
150 pen. geographical, r. biographical 

161 \, 5 perſorality, r. ſubſiſtence 

165 1 r. a Synod of Rome, A. D. 37 
174 2 Chriſt, r. Jeſus 
176 8 but r. only 
278 laſt r. 362. 


210 pen. eura, r. eum. 


216 19 r. exceſs 
218 7 ut r. St. 
5 1 r. appellat. 
234 13 1s r. are 
241 20 r. Father 


282 3. read Carpocratians 1 
9 Cor» 
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I. 10, after epaVTEGs T. Te rns. 


Corrections aud Errata in Notes to Diſquiſition. 


Fo. "a Euſ. H. E. I. 6, c. ini. p. 166. 


bp 85, A. Lard. v. ii. p. 122, form. ed. i. 269. 


ter p< add 30, ſect. 1. 
pots r. Hier. 
line 1. r. xala, after N. r. td, 6. I. emuyvorran— 

ib. r. ware en.. 8, r. CEONAWTE ,—pen, dele 


p. 216. 


after TY wy put © © © „ 


1. 6. after wp read avre. pen. after ee, here, read 


amo r o:rapxuolas. 


\ 


I, 2. r. arg. — l. 37 r. rug. 


4 


Grretions and E rrata in „ N otes to the Stridures. 


pen. r. H. F. l. 2. C. Bi. 
I. 3. To read ta. 
pen. ones, read clauſes. 
note omitted. 


Meyaeldlepen pr uv Tan; es EEE Qaurilas To nutlepe 
Aer 0 Aoyioy To oN 1 1 AQYbrov OY Toy Parila G 8 


Xion . 9 TWP Kg — 9 oy. Apol. 1. Pe 123, 


167 iſt. note, read c. 32. 2d. note, read remiſſam 

169 After TUYYIOhers read r . reference, P- 250. 
172 antp. read ſet. 3. 

227 line 2. read decernens. 

231 line 1, read appellat. 
. or {wWpov.. 

287 ead quæ. 

Posr5CRIPT I fare: to obſerve, that the oareathefis- intro- 


| duced by Biſhop Horſley, p. 282, in the paſſage from 
Epiphanius, if taken away, entirely deſtroys the Senſe, 
which ſhews that it cannot be a Parentheſis, for this may be 


always taken away without injuring the Senſe, 
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